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Whatever I have .to say regarding the thesis,is stated 
in the statement.I have therefore nothing to add to it 
except performing the pleasant duty .of acknowledging my 
deep debt of gratitude to those who have helped ms. 

I am unable to express adequately my deep debt of 
gratitude to my guiding teacher PrQf.Cr.H.Bhatt.jie took a 
personal interest in my work and constantly encouraged and 
guided me through out my study.Without feis guidance,! doubt 
whether I would have been able to finish my- study. 

i 

I am highly obliged by His Holiness Shri.frajratnalalji 
Maharaj of Bade Maadir,Surat.He showed keen interest in my 
work and helped me whenever I approached him. 

v 

I am also thankful to Shri.C.E.Shastri of Sure.t.He 

i 

supplied me with many of the works of Purusottamajf and of 
others from Ms personal Library.Without his help it would 
have been very difficult for me to secure mqsst of the works, 

t 

I express here my thanks to all the institutions and 
individuals,who have helped me in various ways. 





The popularity, enjoyed by the Pustimarglya Vaisnavism in 

Gujarat and other parts of Western India,naturally stt^r^ts 

> 

the attention of a student to attempt a complete study of the 
doctrines of this particular school of the Vedanta.Vallabha is 
however very brief in his writing, to the extent that it is 

difficult to understand his works without the help of a 

commentary .His son Vitthalenatha, though a nan of genius and 

% 

ability,appears to have been concerned with the propagation of 
the Sampradaya more than a thorough- explanation of the theories 
propounded by his father.looking to the long line of' the 
Cos van is who followed them,one can see that Purusottama was 
the most prolific writer in the school. He gave us voluminous 
works in a fairly large number and essayed to explain the 
fundamentals of the philosophy of his school.After Purusottama 
many works,critical and explanatory,were written by the 
followers .of the school,but before him, the Aearyas of the 
Sampradaya like Cokulanatha 8nd Hariraya were more or less 
concerned with the teaching and propagation oi the path of 
devotion to the masses.Thus Purusottama occupies a unique 
piece pn the history of the Sampradaya.If one studies the 
works of Purusottama,then alone one can fully understand the 



feuddhadvaits.If again some light is thrown on the life and 

times of Purusottama,it will be very helpful from the point of 
view of the history of the Sampradeya as a whole.Hence the 

thesis, "Purusottamjf- A Study." 

To a student of history,mediaeval India presents a very 

hazy picture full of thousand figures.There was a large number 

/ 

of saints and teachers and pandit^ belonging to various schools 
of thought^some established their own schools also. There were 
also many Princes and lings. A halo of myths and' legends was 
woven round the names of great teachers and scholars.This being 
the position,it is very difficult to give an exact account of 
the life of any teacher.Purusbttarn* is no exception to this. 
Purusottama*s life is described by Shri. M.T.Telivala in an 
article in the PustibhaktisudKa. Yol.Y.Ho.3 and by Shri, H.0. 

+ P 

Sh&stri in his Hindi Introduction to the nvatarsvad©vail and 
in a Pujarati work,’Purusottamjf Maharajanun caritra’. I 
examined these sources in the light of whatever other information 
I could gather from various other sources and I have tried to 
give as much information as possible,with a view to be as near 
to the truth as I could. I have also recorded as many traditions 
as I came to know. 

Another difficulty was in securing his works. Thanks 
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'however, to the help and guidance of ray teacher Prof. (r.H. 
Bhatt and the co-operation of His Holiness Shri.Trajratnalalji 


maharaj and Shri. C.H.Shastri of Surat, that I could secure 
most of his works, Purusottaraa is said to have written so much 
that one can never be definite as to the exact number of 


works,written by him. The lists given by Shri.felivalo and 
Shri. H.0.Shastri may or may not be conclusive. Some of the 
works, listed there, could not be found by me. Some works are 
wain said to have been fathered upon others by hiraself.I had 
therefore to satisfy myself with as many as works as I could get. 


Some of - them had to be. examined from the point of view of 
authorship also.l had also to beer in mind the traditional 


view-point regarding seme of them. I.should also make it 
clear that I did not examine the works from the textual point 
of view. As Purusottsma is a recent author, the question of 
interpolations and all that does not arise to a very great 


extent. 

I studied the work^of purusottsma from three points of 
view as follows?- 

As I found purusottaraa to be a very good argumenta'tor in 
the Sampradaya ,1 tried to study his ^ad&.paddhaii. Bis method 
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of carefully analysing the theories of his am school,comparing 
them with those of other schools and criticising the latter, 

is worthy of a critical study. 

Secondly purusottama is mainly an interpreter. It is 

therefore necessary to see how he interpreted the works,he has 

** 

commented upon. The Acaryas of various schools of the Vedanta 

raised their systems of thought on the basis of the Prasthahas 

/ 

viz.the ferutis,the Pita,the Brahmasutras and the Bhagavata 

Purana^, the last being included in the list by Vallabha. It is 

thus a topie of study as to how the Acaryas have interpreted 

the prasthahas. In the Thesis I have tried to examine some of 
the interpretation of Vsllabha in the light of what Purusottama 

has said with regard to them. Here ofcourse I have mainly 
discussed the interpretations of the ferutis and the Sutras. 

Thirdly Purusottama is a very capable exponent of the 
'Suddhadvaita system of philosophy.Vallabha’s theories have been 
explained in various works. Thus for instance Prin.S.M.Dasgupta 
has devoted one chapter to it in his’History of Indian 
Philosophy’ Vol.IV.In Gujarati, perhaps the best explanation 
of the feuddhadvaita theories is given by Prof.M.G.Shastrl in 

his’^uddhadvaita-Siddhahta-Pradxpa*. I have however followed 
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purusottama* s eapositioa of the *i>uddhadvaita and have tried 
to show where his analysis leads us, after comparing .the 

doctrines of this school with those of feamkara and Klmahujs 
and others also whenever necessary. 

At the end I have tried to give an eval4ati on of Purusottama, 
especially his place in the Ssmpradaya and in the history of 
Indian thought.Ihst did Purusottama think of the conditions 
prevailing in the Ssmpradaya at that time?What did he do for 
it?How was he understood end appreciated by others?How could 
he influence the Ssmpradaya? All these questions, I have tried 

i 

to answer on the basis of his works and the hearsays about 
him. 

The life and works of Purusottama have not been studied 
so far, and thus the Thesis contains my humble contribution 
to the knowledge of Sanskrit Literature and Philosophy. 


! 



/ 



(I) Introdnotory-Mediseval period in Indian thought- 

ISsmkara and his teaching-Vaisnavism and fesivis®,popularised 

in South by Tamil saints-moslim invasions, their 

/ 

influence on Indian life and thought,Hinduis® turjied more 

. and more inwards-at tempts were made to explain Vaisnavism 

* 

as envoived from the Vedic literature. 

(II) Aearyas-fe amkara’s commentary, the earliest commentary 
extan t-Bhjdskara-Ramahuja-Mrabarka-Madhva-Visnusvapin, 
his connection with Vail abh a- 6rik an th a and other Ac dry as. 

' (lll)Pjipular movements-Devotion to God and not dialectics- 
Ranrn and a ,l\i an ek, Kabir, and other-Seints did not care for 

political changes-Gaitanys-Hitsharivan^sa. 

(I?) Yallabhaearya-life and works. 

(?) Vitthalanatha and his descendants-Gopihatha-Yitthale&a’s 
life and works- G okul an a th a- Kely an ar ay a-E ; : rir sy 

(VI)Spread of Yallabha-Sampredaya in Gujarat-existence of • 
Yaisnavism in Gujarat from very early times-influence of 

_ I __ 

other Ssmpradayas-Jainism-how it gave way to Pustimargiya 

Yaisnavism-Folitical upheavals in Gujarat-Visits df 
Yallabha and Vitthsle^a to Gujarat.Yitthale^a’s c.isciples 

in Gujarat-General conditions-Surat,centre of business, 

and wealthy-its description in the Induduta. | 

* " 
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Chapter, II. 

V. 

Purusottama*s life, 

(I) Geniology-Ysllabba was a householder,hence a line 
descendants-three orders of scholars # Vaisnavas,Bhla 

Oosvamis-Yallabha and Yitthale^a call themselves 

m- » 

Title Goswiim,perhaps after receiving Imperial Fi 

Purusottams,seventh in descent from Yallabha. 

# * 

(II) Date and place of birth-Generally accepted year of 
Purusottama*s birth,Y.S. 1724-horoscope of Purusottama- 

\ 

year of birth,Y.S.1714-Gokula,his probable birth place 

(III) The temple at Surat,Image of Balakrsna, history,how it came 

to Yrajaraya and Purusottama-after Purusottama. 

♦ 

(IY) Study and scholarship-Kranecandr a,his Guru-Tradijfc: 
account regarding Purusottama’s scholarship-Puru 


ional 
jsottama, 


a great scholar,ref erring to many works and eutho 

/ 

Traditional verse regarding his -schol arship-Greajt 
kept by him. 


(Y) Travels and Digvijaya-said to have travelled all 
and defeated many scholars^ in feastrartha-visits 
very probable. 

(YI) Private life-Three wives,two sons, one daughter-baseed most 

three 


>rs- 

scholars. 


over Indiaa, 
to Dumas- 


copies 
althy and 


of his time .in writing-kept about nine scribes- 
of all his works-purusottama, as a scribe-Surat,wb 
prosperous,but Purusottama led a simple life-Purusottama, 

I 

an artist,one picture and five paper-cuts,in Badajnandir,Surat 
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w- 

* *. 

(Til) Contemporaries -Heriraya-his collection with Purusottama- 
two stories about it-Yitthalaraya of Capaseni-Brf^ 

/ 

Vallabha-list of contemporary Oosvamis-other 

contemporaries-an age of commentaries and compilations- 

* 

according to tradition,Appsyya Diksita arid Purisottama 
had a iSastrartha and the former was defeated-the account 


does not seen to be correct-similar tradition : 
Bhaskarar ay a-con tact between Purusottama and B! 

-raya,very probable. 

(VIIIjDisiiples of Purusottama-Bhatta Tuljarama-Venl 
Vyasa-Cobalaji Sacore. 

(II) Ending yearsilwe do not know when Purusottama di 

Purusottama’s gift of everything to another Purusottama 

in ?.S, 1781-Telivala saw one manuscript da$d Y.S.1810, 
belonging to Purusottama-Purusottama lived a very long 
life. 

Chapter.III. 

Purusottama* s works. 

♦ 

(I) Introductory-Purusottama, the greatest writer in the 


regarding 

laskara- 

latta 


Samprsdaya-list of his works as given by H.O. Shastri 

and Telivala-division into independent works and 

commentaries-further division into Avataravadavali~, 

other independent works,commentaries on the worses of 
* 

Yallabha and Yitthale^a and commentaries on other works. 
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lisfc of works described in the chapter. 

(H) AvataravadavslI-24 or52Y£dsgraathas-Purusottama f s remarks 
about his own Yadagraathas- (1}&( 2)Prahastsvjada and its 

commentary-three sub-YSdas-G omraen tary on the YaSa-Did he 

comment upon all the Vadas or only prahasta?Structure of 

Pr ah a s t a- (3) P andi t akai’s bhind i pal a vad a- (4) BhedabhedasvarQpa- 

* • ' 

nirnaya^(5)pratikrtipu38nava3a-(6)3ratifcbedavada-{?)jOiyati- 

-veda-( 8) Andh aksrav ad a- (3) Bfaliffisnotvsdida vate va:la- (10) Jr? 8- 

pratibimbatvakhandanovada- (11) Avirbhavatirobhavavad8(12) 

Prati bimbavada- (13) Ehaktyutkarsavida- (14) Khalil ap an avidh- 

-vamsavada- (15)®atD8V8da- (16) Murtipu janarada- (1?) Urdhavapundra- 

-dharanavads- {18) Sankhaeakradharanvada- (19) Tulasimela- 

-dh Scan avida( 20) Upade davisayadahkahirassvada- (21) Bhagavat.a- 

-svarupevisayaka^ahkanirasavada-(22)Svavrfctivada-(23-26) 

% 

Jivavyapakatvakhandan avada,Yastrf»sevavada,Abhavavada,& 
Atmavada-( 27) Bhaktirasatvavade-ascribed to Pltambara-an 
analysis of theVadaa. ' , 

(Ill)Other independent work s-(28)Pras than ar a tn ak ar a-no t 

complete-contents of the extent portion-plan of the work 

LS*. UU 

(29) Samprpa^frn ay a- (30) Mukti@in tarnsni- (31) Dr a vy a d uddhi- 

its purpose- eon ten t s~ ( 32) TTtsavapr a t ah a~d i sc as s i on of 

festivals-a kalanirnayagrantha-work,held in high esteem- 
(33) U t savabha vahukrama. 



(IV) Commentaries on the works of Vellabha and V&tthale^a- 

* * 

(34) Anubhasyapraka^s-dual authorship of Anubhasya- 

meny oovestaries od MubKssye-Prakaik of Purusottama- 

two versions of JUiubhasya-Arguments for and against 

the alleged iSrlmadbhasya-Publication of some parts 

of the saidBhasya-^telivala’s view about it-no reference 

to the said Bhasya in Purus of; tarn a’s works-BhavaprakaP 

-^ika’ -a study of the Yrtti-only first Adhyaya revised 

by Purusottama-Puruscttama not its author-Ounopasamhara- 

-pSavivarajaa-differeiice between the Preke^a and the 

Vivarana- (35)Iyayamsla-{36)Suvsrnssutra- contents of 

Vid vanmand an a-other c ommen taria s-Suvarnasutr a-it s 
* * • 

title-(3?)Av6ren8bhahga~Vojn8-three chapters of the 

Tettvsdipsnibandha-?allabha’s prska^a on it, not 

eomplete-Vitthale^a's Praks^a also not finished.- 

• * * 

Purusottama’s Yojana on the remaining part-Chapter 1- 

contents-does Sastrairtha mean PTtartba?-Praka^a- 

commentaries on it-Avaranabhahga~question of 

a u th or 3b i p- oh ap t e r-11. c on ten ts-chap ter. Ill-Avar an a- 

- * 

-bhenga and Ypjanif-interrelate on of three chapters- 
{38)Sodaiaprakaranagranthasangati-(39)Commentary on 

YamnEastaks-(40) Commentary on Balabodha-(41)Commentary 
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on SiddhantannilctsTali- (42}Commentary on Pustipravaha- 
roary ad S-( 43) Commentary on SiddhShtsrahasya- (44) 

, X K 

commentary cm !avaratna- (4o) Commentary on .An t)*ak arena- 

r* 

f 

-probodha- (48) Commentary on paneapadye- (49) Comment ary 

' J. 

% 

on Sannyasaairneya- (50) Commentary on Kirodhal aksana- 
(51)Commentary on Sevaphals- (52.53) Commentaries on 

s LutJa- 

Bhaktihsnsa- Tfrtha and Yiveko- (54)Ehsvartha dM - k - ar ano - 

bhasyapraka^a- YaLlabhe’S Bhasya on Purvaaimansa , 

«*• » 

incomplete- Commentary, escribed to Yadupati- purusottams- 
the author-(SBJPurvamimaasifcarikavivarano- contents of 

the Karikas- Commentary of purusottama- Kirnsyakakarikas 

/ 

on the first Sutra-(56) Subodhinfpraka^a- Subodhini only 

/ 

on some parts of . the Bh agave ta- comparison with the 

last chapter of the Nibaadha- (57,58)Minor commentaries 

on Bhagavata- (5S)Gays^S^rthapraka^akarikavivarana- 

* * 

(60)Kyasade^avivr tivivaran e- Byesade&a verse- its 

authorship- (61)Patravalambairbika- (62) Yallabhastaka- 

vivarans, 

► 

(?) Commentaries on other works- (63) Mahdukyoponisaddipika^ 
purusottama’s commentaries on Upanisads - Commentary 

• r / 4 W 

■*% 

on first two chapters of Oaudapadakarikss also- 
(64)Krsimhottaratapinyupanisaddipika- ilrthasangrahas- 
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(65) Kaivalyop an i s ad erthasajflgrah a- (66) Brahmopani sadartha- 

V 

sengrahft(67)Introduction, to Juaratarahgini- study of 
the commentary- the commentary not of purusottama but of 
Vr ajar ays-Introduction of Purusottama. 

(¥I)fiemarks -Account of as many works of Purusottama, as 

could be found-chronologiccl order of his works, not 
possible nor necessary. 

Char-ter. IV. 

\ 

Dialectics and interpretation. 

(I) Introductory- style of Sanskrit Gastric- writers- 

< 

style of Purusottama. 

C m 

(II) Method and approaoh-pramana and Praineya methods of 
’ ezposition-puru3ottama f s method, cooperative and 

f 

analytical- instances, 

(III) Dialectics-Pla^tonic Dialectic and Vadajjaddhati- Vada 
as explained by Keiyayikas- Jalpa and Vi tanas- three 
features of a Yada-Vsdagranthas of Purusottama, examined- 
Pr ah os tavad a-Pand i taker abhind ipaL avad a-Bhed^sbheda- 

Jvar up an i rn ay a- Sr a t i bhe d avad a- Khyativada- Andha^fcarttada- 
P rstibimb avad a-,T l vapr a tihimb atvakhand an avad a-Ehalal apen a 
-vidhvamsavada-General observations ofi the Vafla- 
-gr an th as of PurusottaEa-coraditions of an Indi an Vada- 
satisfied-Hetvabhasas, explained by Purusottama- 
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Purusottama, an hcnest debater- high standard of ¥ada, 
maintained-charge of Punarukta against Purusottama,discuss- 
-ed. : 

t 

(IV.) Important refutations-of SdhyaTlda,Syadveda,Paramanuvada, 
abh a vas,Deh apariaan a and Vyapakatva of JPvas-refutation 

w 

of Dualism-against Ramanuja and Bhaskara-defence of 
Bhaskara against Yacaspati Mi^ra-against ^amkara-Refutation 

of Pratibimbavada-against Dhormaraja DIksita-against 
^amkara-general observations on his refutations. 

4 

(v) Interpretation of the ^rutis-relative- authority of the 
four Pr as than a s- Svathhpram any avad a and Apauruseyatva- 

jf 

attempts at Harmonisation of various passages-Suidhadvsita 
way of interpretation-Brahma and its attributes-Upabrmha- 
-na- relation of the purva-and Uttara Kand as- Up as an a- 
explanation of Upanisads-oritieal examination of purusottama^ 
commentary on Mandukya Bpanisad and 0 a ud ap ad ak ar i k as. 

(¥1) Interpretation of the Sutras-ex emin a tion of ¥allabha f s 

interpretation of Brahmasutras in the light of purusottama’s 
commentary. 

(¥11)Interpretation of the Glta-Purusottama’s explanation in 
his introduction to the Amrtatarehgini^Bhegavatapurana. 

(¥IJl)Purusottama^,as an interpreter-very faithful and brilliant 

* \ * 

exponent and interpreter of the ouSdhadvaits works. 
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Chapter.?. 

Exposition of the ^foddhadvaita. 

(I) In trod uc tor y-Yal 1 abh a, ve ry brief in his writing-Yitthale&a, 
- more concerned with the establishment of the Sampradaya- 

Purusottarns’s attempt to explain clearly the theories of 
Yallabha-Purusottama^,credited with expounding wrong 
theories-hence an attempt to show his exposition. 

(II)Theory of knowledge-knowledge is infinite but it can be 

t 

understood as tenfold-knowledge,not transitory-another 
. classification into Sattvik8,jRaja'sa and Timasa-inde ter- 
-nimate and determinate knowledge-theories of Sarakara and 
Ramanuja about the same-classification of the determinate- 
douht-error-khyati,according to the £uddhadvaita,compared 

with the views of others-deeision-Pratyakse and Par oka a 
jnaaa-&amkara’s view criticised-memory-dream-difference 
between dream and waking state-deep sleep-re flection,.shame, 
fear etc-Correctness of experience-j^amkara’s position in 
the subject-object-relationship-criticism of it-Ramahuja’s 
view-Suddhsdvaita view. 

“V 

(III)Means of proof-pramana, explained by Purusottama-perception- 

Indriyas-Objects of- IndMyas-Tamas and Prstibimba-Abhava, 

not accepted-function and operation of sense-faculties- 

* 

Yrtti-Buddhi-Process pf our ordinary knowledge- in tut ive 
* 

perception of Crod-Anumaaa-process of inference-three 
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divisions-purusottama does not accept the Kevalsnvayi- 

further classification into Svartha and ?arariha-Syllogism- 
rerbal tostimony-Pedas,independent Pramana-character of 
words and their relation to object-ltoddhadvaita view- - 

how a word is heard-oabdabra^hman,1 smaprapanca-Yacakatva- 
Sehketa-6abda£k8ti-£>ab&a,not pr avar t aka- Smr t i s-P ur an a s- 
other Pramaaas not accepted-abopt self-validity of 

knowledge. 

(I?) Brahman-its gttributes-Brahaan,known only from the Vedas- 
not an. object of ’worldly dealings,bat it becomes an object 
of its own desire-Incarnations-Contradietory qualities of 
Brahmen-for those who do not accept the contradictory 
qualities-^uddhadvaita view compared with those of 
i§amkara end Ramanuja-relati on between Brahman and its 
attributes-views of feamkara and Ramanuja,compared- 
relation of Tadatmya-Brahman has no body. 

(?) Brahman-essential f orm- iiks ar a- Kal a-Karm a- S vabhava- M t ary drain - 

(VI) Brahman-Causal form-28 Categories-difference between Slfckhya 
and 6uddhsdvaita- Atm en-pur u§ a-P r akr t i-other Categories. 

t 

explained-comparisen with the Sa^khya-Caturvyuha theory. 
(Yll)Creation-its process-concept of Maya. 

(YIII)Brahman-effect form-individual soul-Kitya-not prodticed- 
, relation of individual soul and Brohman-Am tva-Monism, 
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explained-theories of feamkara and Ramanuja, compared- 

Tad stinya-Brahmabbova-$katma vada and b anatmavsda-Parimana- 
fyapskatvg of individual soul not aecepted-except when 
Brahman is realised-sentienoy of individual soul-Vaisamya 

and Kairghrnya-dosas-explanation of the same by Vallabha, 
Titthale^a and purusottama-world-Samkara’s theory of 

Mithyatvs-Ramanuja 1 s view-world is real-distinotion 
between Jagat and Sameara~Mlya,i*vidya end Yidys-compsrison 
with fearokara's theory. 

(II) Theory of eausation-Abheds-gross oauses give rise to 
subtle effects-Buddhistic theory,ref uted.Brahmanjgf, a 
Samavayikar ana-term Upadana, not pre f e rr ed- As am 8 vay i k §r an a, 
not accepted-JiVikrtaparinama-Tsda-Xvirbhava-Tirobhavavada- 
BrahiG8n,as without Sajatiya,?!jatiya and Svagat Bheda- 
aya and Yyatireka in oausation-Abheda according to 
feuddhadvaita-Yivartavad a end P ar in am a vs3 a- Tad at my a. 

(X) Ssdhsnss and phala-purusottama*s contribution more on 
the Philosophical aspect of the feuddh aS vaita-Moks a, 
full of unmixed joy-God can be obtained by his grace- 
Sarvatmabhava or Brahmabhava-Sayujya-God is Sadhanarupa 

. i 

also-Upasanas-Bevotion,superior to other means-Bhakti- 
Sskieha-Pusti. 

(XI)Conclusion-feuddhadvaita,in comparison'with the theories 
of other Acaryas-psfcitive idealism. 
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■ ETaliiatioa. 

\ ' 

(I) In tr od uc t ory-c ondition a of his time- aims and achievements 
of purusottama. 

(II) Purusottama and the Sampradaya-called Yedapsdu and 6fead$si> 
have taught wrong theories-three hearsays,going against 

hmm-purusot tarns and Hariraya-Purusottama’s remarks about 

* * 

the Sampradaya-explenstion of theories, found necessary- 

f 

no spssiddh an ta-Purunot tarns pays homage to Poplhatha-his 

typical conservative outlook-emphasis on self-restraint- 
his explanation of Brahraasanbfeadha-respect to predecessors. 

(III) Purusottama T s influence on the t>ampr ad ay a-he set a very 
high standard of scholarship-many works written after him- 

Ot 

Goimlotsya and Hopesvara-Surat remains a seat of learning. 

(I?)PurusottaBa ? s place in Indian Philosophy-Purusottaaa, 

called a Sarvatsntrasvatantra-purusottams and Yabaspati- 

Mi&ra-Purusottama’s work for the &uddhadvaite. 

* 


t* 
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A.B.: Anubhasya. 

A.B.P.; Annbhasyapraka^a. 

A.B.with p.& R.rA^ubhasys with Pr&ka^s and Ha§ai. 

* * 

* 

p3\ ;PrasthahfiratnGkara. 

Prh.:Prshastavada. 

S. S.: Suvar@asutra.: 

* -* 

T. S.; Tat tvadTp an i b andha- § as tra?th apr altar ana., 

T, S.P.: Tat tvadTp ani b an dh a-ls a s trarthapr ok ar an a-*P rakaia. 

l 1 » 

T. S.iD.; Tat tvadTp aaib sadh a-8astr ar. th apr ak o ran a-Avar an abh shg a. 

T. : Tat tvad Tpaniban&ha-Sarvanirn ay aprskarana. 

T. Sn.p.:-TattvadTpenibsndhs-Sarvenirnayaprakarana-Preka^a. 

T.Sn. Ab.: TsttvadTpmiban&ha-Ssrvanirneyaprakarana-Avaranabliahga. 
T.Bh.: TattvadTp aniban dha-Bhagavatarth apr akar an a. 
T.Bh.P.i-Tattvedipsnibandha-BhegaYatarihaprakarana-Praka^a. 

T. Bh. Ab.: -Tat tvadTp rni bsndha-BhagaYstarthaprakarsna- Avaranabhahga 

U. P.: ¥§vat-Pr%ya-Btsava-M irnaya-Grantho-dtemiecaya. 

Y.l.: Vidvenmandana. 

• ♦ 
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" 5 ( 1 ). : ■- 
Introductory. 

i ♦ * * 

/ 

In the History of India the mediaeval period was rich in 

religious activities.The Yedic age was something belonging to the 
times of yore.The creative period of - the Upanisads,of the Hpios 

of #uddhi sm ,~an,d Jainism,when thinkers propounded and propagated 

/ 

whatever theories they thought correct,was just a memory of the 
past.The orthodox brahmanism of the Mimlnsist-s was-too old to have 

p , 

its sway upon the Masses and even the classical systems like the 
Safekhy a,Myaya and Yaidesika lost all their freshness and vigor* 

The Hinduism-including Buddhism, Jainsm and Brahman ism* was in a 
dire, need of invigoration.Its flow was limited and its vison was 

i 1 > 

* 

conservative.While the Pandits were engaged in ha^f-splitting 
controversies,the masses' could not understand anything and lived 
in serene blissful ignorance.The controversies,however,did not . 

stop there. The development of various sects, owing aLlegs Mob to 
the popular Gods of the Purahas also added to the chaotic conditions 
of the time. The Yedic deties of valour and power lost their 
importance with the emergence of new Gods and Goddesses like- 
Harayana and 6iva,feakti and Ganpati*Yaisnavism and oaivism .became 

Vs * # * * . 

jaore and more powerful and competed with each other for supremacy. 
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The &akta Seet^ was also trying to get a field of its own.All 

these sects were again divided into various sub-seets.The 
followers of these sub-sects quarrelled with one another and all 
of them looked down upon the flowers as well as the deities of 
the rival sects. 

In' this state of affairs J^amkara came like a powerful whirl- 
wind.He tried to uproot the old eentraveriles and petty theories 
and gave a sound philosophical system to Hindus!®.But his-tbeor* 
-ies proved too high for the people;his reasoning appeared too 
powerful. The light that was shed by him was a blinding flash.He 
said that Brahman alone is real and everything else is unreal in 
the highest sense.All the souls,the wide world with all-its 
variety,all our weal sad woe,all that we see and do-everything 
is false.There is ko dualism.” I am Ood”.”I” am not different from 
"GOB”. The difference upon which this world subsists are only 

Eue^ 

mays’ and therefore unreal. Srem the God whose form,attributes, 


virtues and greatness,we have imagined,is not' real in the highest 

\ 

sense* We may say that God has created us, but really speaking we 

« 

have aaiedKifh»,we have fixed for him a particular form,we have 

> 1 

thought that he has no vices, ‘Hie personal God is a product 


of ignorance. Brahman is just Being, It can be described only 
negatively because it is beyond the power of our speach. 
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iSamkara* s teaching,even though appealing to reason,was a, 

, 1 * * 1 

powerful flood that drowned all beliefs end practices. Thus while 

' , : t *’ t • 

it was hailed in the highest esteem from some quarters,it was 
vehemently attacked and severely condemned by others. Uaturally 
a human being wants a God and he has something of feeling in him 
besides something of thinking. The evaporation of the God in the 
scorching heat of ISamk era’s logic was somewhat too much for a 

* f ^ v * 1 *• 

Hindu to bear. 

t ^ 

\ . * 

O 

There were also other forces at work. As we have already stated^ 
the Systems of faisnvism and ISaivism, the origin of which goes to 

a very early period, were popularized in the South by the Tamil 

saints,Alvars and H ay an amir s. The y, especially the former,carried 

the masses with them by their teaching of simple and sincere 

'' i 

devotion depending upon the grace of the highest Lord. Their hold 

cm the messes was very strong. They penetrated deep in to the 

/ 

country and reached the common folk with their easily understand- 
-able and even appealing theories. The monism of Samkara was 
naturally outright rejected by the people. 

Another force, still stronger came from the alieas.Hords of 
Muslims came from the lorthwest and brought with them a new 


l.for a discussion of the probable dates of Alvars,see 

Bhandarkar: Taisnavism, feaivism etc. p. 68- 71. 

* # * 
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religion,simpler and more powerful,and strongly backed with military 
strength. The age-old . Hinduism was not only old hut was also 
conservative- end had so many divisions and distractions within 
itself that it failed to unite end give a common front to the 
menacing,destroying power that came with the Muslims. With Koran 
in one hand and sword in the other,the foreigners came to India* 
They massacred the masses,looted their property and broke their 
idols. The Hindu kings were not weak but they lacked the. unity 
that was required to fight the Muslims. They were so engrossed 
in fighting with one another that they could not give a unite d 
front eg^$lt a common foe. Indie was not one nation; it was a 
land of petty principalities.All the princes tried to encounter 
the mohammedans singly,while others showed callous indifference 
and slowly and slowly all of them were defeated.The northern 
part of India was grabbed by the Muslims first who later on 
turned their attention to the South. The spread of Islam in 
India is an unf orgeteable chapter in Indian History, full of 
treacheries and treasons, murders and conversions. 

This had a shaping Influence on the Indian life and thought. 
People who used# to live and work quietly without g gggyi n gx 
caring for the political changes till then,could not continue 
their way of life any longer in the, same manner. Hinduism 
became more and more conservative as the Hindus were enslaved 
in a larger number, Islam could not wipe out Hinduism 
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completely in. spite of all this but it made Hinduism turn mope and 

more inwards, fhre was an air. of cynicism and the common men wanted 

something to fall back upon. Here comes devotion-the whole-hearted 

devotion to God, combined with a strong unswerving faith that God 

alone will save them and their religion.lt can be said that Hindus 

might have given prominence to devotion because of that.While thus 

we can find out the impact of Islam on Hinduism,it may also be said 

P 

that Hinduism especially the philosophical part of it,had its 

2 

influence on Islam. 'Whatever may be the opinion regarding 
influences, it can not.be controverted that the philosophical 
absolutistie trend in Indian theories had to change over to the 
religious and the theistic side cm account of this' contact. 

W-M When the infiltration of Muslimswas slowly but strongly 

s 

carried on towards the South, attempts were also being made in 
another direction, faisnavism, whthh^tsrted as popular religion 
of the Sattvatas became a powerful and popular 1 faith of the < 
people. But it was not in the fold of the orthodox Hinduism 
kust as was the case with the Yedintie or mimansist system. 

While it was not a heterodox system like Buddhism or Jainism, 
it drew largely from the Puranas and the Mahabharata,the — 
panearatrassmhita and the later- and definitely sectarian 


2. We may not enter into a discussion on the influence or 

* » i * 

counter-influence,for which see Ramd^*isiniia Dinkar:^anskrtike 
cara adhyaya: adhyaya III. 
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Upmisads.lt was not evolved, as it were, from the earlier 
Upanisads. A number of Yaisnava leery as came forward/^ to graft 

. the branches of Veisnavism on the age-old Vedic tfeee.lSaiva 

« * ■* 

!=• 

aearyss also followed in their footsteps and tried to connect 
igaivism with the Yedic literature. 

% 

(II) 

jlG STY&& * 

\ 

'Samkara’s commentary on the Brakoasutras is the earliest 

" , r * 

extant commentary.lt is possible, however,that he might have 
followed other commentators whose works are hot with us.feamkara 
v/as folio?/ed by Bhaskara who flourished in about 900 A.D. His 
commentary v/hich is know# as the Bhaskara-bhasya’ is not a 

sectarian work and' does not favour either ^Samkara’s views or 

3 • ' ; 

those of panearatra Vaisnavas* He advocates the theory of 
Bhedabheda,upholding equal reality of both unity end plurality. 
In his theory Bheda is aupadhika or due to limiting adjuncts, 
the reality of which is also admitted.Another commentator 
Yidavaprakasa propounded in the eleventh century the 

o 

^rshmaparinamavada,/ theory rf the transformation of Brahman. 

He happened to be Ramanujans preceptor for sometime. 

* * 

Ramanuja was born in the first quarter of the eleventh 

. >' 

century in glmperumbuSur. He lived at Conjeevaram in kisjfywj. 
youth, as a student of Yadavaprakasa.He could not however 

3. Radhakrishaan; Indian philosophy Volume II P.670. 
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t 

agree to the Advaitie interpretations of his teacher, and s© 

left him. He studied carefully the prabandhas of the Alvar 
saints side by side with the vast Sanskrit philosophical 
literature, Yamunaegrya,who was impressed by this youth , 

thought of appointing him as his successor to the apostalic 

"\ 

seat at Shreerangsm. Unfortunately Ramanuja could not see him 

« r * 

\ 

at the time of his death. As a successor of Yamuaae ary a, he 
lived at Shreerangam and toured South India. He also visited 
the noted i^hoiy places of Rorth India,converting many persons 
to Vaisnavism.He renounced the world perhaps because he 
could not live a happy married life. As a sannyasin he y&e 
very popular among the masses. His important works are' 
VedintaSara,Yedantadipa,Yedarthasa&graha,snd the Bhasyas cm 
Brahmasutras and the Bhaghvad Gita. His 'Srlbhasya is a very 
brilliant work of mature scholarship. 

r 

Ramanuja propounded vi&istadvaita or qualified monism. 

As against ISaitikara,he JHjtf believes in the reality of the world. 

In his opinion the world and the individual souls are the 
gross forms of the non-sentient or acit and the sentient or 

cit respectively; and are thus effects of the subtle acit and 
bit, Both cit and acit constitute the body of Brahman. Jhe 

causal form is Brahman with the subtle cit and acit while jf 

the effect form is Brahman with the gross cit and acit. 

Brahman is qualified or visista by the cit and acit;there is 

thus oneness between Brahman on the one hand and the cit and 
scit on the other on the ground of the body-soul analogy. 
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__Oneness between the cause and the effect can also be under stood 

as the Brahman with the gross cit and acit is the cause and the 
Brahman with idle subtle cit and acit is the effect. 

In this way Ramanuja maintained the ultimate reality of the 
world and the jivas* In his opinion the Highest Lord Yisnu 

is endowed with all the virtues and is devoid of all the vises* 

He can be realized not by knowledge alone as contended by 

'Samkara but by devotion. Ramanuja can be credited with being 

the first Acarya who tried to evolve Vaisnavism and Bhaktimarga 

* 4 

from the Upshisads,the Bhagavad Gita and the Yedahta-sutraS. 

' i * *■ 5 

He also holds Visnupurana in very high esteem.The Bhakti.which 

* * * ,»*• - -"•Cl — - * 

he advocates is however the same as meditation or Upgfsana 
preached in the Yedie literature. It is thus slightly different 
or modified from the sincere and ardent devotion of the ALv&rs 
depending upon the grace of God alone. Ramanuja’s system is 
however peculiar in as much as it accepts the pao&eratra 
theory of vyuhas. 

Ramanuja was followed by Himbarka, sen of Jagannatha and 
Sarasvatl. He was a Telugu Brahmin living in a village called 
HimBa. While his dtesikxis date is uncertain,he is said to 

have flourished in the latter part of the eleventh century 
after Ramanuja. His Sect is called Sanakasampradaya. His 

e 

commentary on the Brahmasutras,called YedantaparijatasauraHh a # 

is a very small work.Bis another work Siddhantaratna,: 
popularly known as Daba&Loki gives the essence of his — 
system in ten verses. His theory is called Bvaitadvaita or 
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Bhedabheda;thus admitting both identity and difference* The 

j 

world.the jivas and God are different from one another,but 
they can also be called identical in so far as the first two 
are dependent upon God for their exstenceiThe difficulty ; 
however, is that his system has not been well explained and 
elaborated. There are two important points which deserve 

' s 

special notice.Firstly,!imbarka differs Basically from' 
Ramanuja in his teaching of the path of devotion. Ramanuja, 

in his enthusiasm to find an TJpanisadie backing for his—- 

» 

advocacy of Bhaktimarga,makes Bhakti almost similar to 
meditation or contemplation. I imbarka, ca the other hand, 
does not change the original character of Bhakti and puts 
en^hasis sore on love and devotion. Secondly,*the great 
difference between the two teachers is,that,while Ramanuja 
confines himself to laraysna and his consorts Laksmi, : Bhu 7 , 
end Lila, Kimbarka gives almost f/aa exclusive prominence 
to Krsna and his mistress ,Radha, attended on by thousands 

of her female companions.* 

* 

Madhva was born at Kallianpur in Udipi Taluka of 
South . Kanara district. His father* s name was Madhyagehabhaifca 

t * • 

and his own name was Tasudeva.In the beginning he was a 
diacijjle of one SEsta Aoyutaprekda who was a follower of 
l3amkara;but as it happened in the ease of Ramanuja,Msdhva 
also parted with his teacher^ and proclaimed his own 

4. Bhandarkar: Vai an avi sm ai vi sm etc .P.93. 

* * * 
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duglistie philosophy. He lived a fairly long life of 79 year e. 

jfc 

He went on expensive tours of India, discussing,debating and 
finally putting down the theory of Maya.He is also known as 
Jnandatirtha,purnaprajna and Madhyamandara.His important woiks 

are a commentary cm the Brahmasutras,Anuvyakhy aha,commentaries 

% 

on the Bhagvad Gita and the Upanisads,a gloss on the Bhagavata- 
purana,a commentary on the first forty hymns of Bgveda, 
Bharatatatparyanirnaya,and several other prakaranas. Jayatlrtha* s 
commentaries^ on his Brahmasutra-Bhasya and j&uvyakhyaha are 
very brilliant. 

Madhva’s system is the sharpest criticism of the system of 
'Samkara.He condemns iBamkara and criticises Ramanuja.He believes 
in five eternal distinctions^ 1) between God and a diva , 

(2) be tween God and inanimate objects, (3) between Jivas and 
inanimate objects,(4) between one diva and another,(5) between 
one inanimate object and another. He is not prepared to admit 
monism in any case.He things that God is only the efficient 

f 

cause of the universe and not the material cause.He upholds 
the path of devotion and admits the grace of God in attaining 
to the state of final liberation.Sven though Madhva interprets 
the Hpanisads and Sutras so as to teach his dualistio 
doctrines, he relies more upon puranas.He holds the Bhagavata 
Purana in very highp^ esteem. The principal difference of 
Madhva* s system from those of Ramanuja and Mimbarka is that 
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unlike the former he does not support the orthodox Panearatr a 

- ' , ‘ / 

theories, and does not accept the Radha-krsna element which is 

t * c ^ ’ ► 

found so prominent in the system of Bimbarka. 

Coming to the last Yaisnava Acarya before dTallabha, we 

*■ 

are not treading on sure ground.Yisnusvamin is said to have 
flourished in the thirteenth century. It is stated that he 

has written commentaries on the authoritative works of the 

* 

Ted ant a hut none of them is extant. Some scholars however 

{ 

have advocated the theory that Yailabha belonged to the 

same school and only restated his position.prof.G.H.Bhatt 

of Baroda has considered this question fully. He has shown 

that Yisnusvamin actually taught a dualistic theory, and the 
% « 

alleged connection between the two does not appear to,be 

correct.The learned professor has : also given reasons that 

5 

might have led to the rise of such theories. 

Xsa We would also note here two Ac airy as who belonged to 
feaivism and not Yaisnavism.^rikantha alias Bilakentha lived 

V $ ’ * * * 

in the fourteenth century. He has written a commentary, on 

i i 

the Brefems.sutras and interpreted them in the light of 
/ Saivism.He followed, in fact,in the footsteps of Ramanuja. 


5. cf.Prof.C.H.Bhatt’s papers on the subject read at the 
7th snd 8th all India Oriental Conference. See Proceedings 

of the A.I.Q.C.Y01.YII P.449 ff & Yol.YIII p.322 ff. 



He attempted to give a systematic reconliaiion between the 
two traditions,that of the Yedas and that of 'Saiva Agamas. 
He rejects both the absolute ^identification. of iSaiakara and 
the absolute distinctions of Madhva.SSbltSi^Jf Substituting 
£>iva and Amba for Yisnu and Laksmi,he generally accepts the 
theory of Ramanuja. That is why he is often referred to as 
a thief of Ramanuja's doctriiies-Raciahujamatacaura. 


Another commentator of importance is Sripati Pandit a - 
carya,who flourished in o.1400 A.D. His iSrTkarabhasya is a 
valuable work in which he upholds the theory of Bhedabheda. 

The author has commented upon the Sutras from the .Yira^aiv a 

c 

point of view. 


6. Three important writers posterior to Yallabhacarya 
should be noted here. &uka who lived in c, 1550 A.D. 
propounded {/ dnalistic philosophy ; while Yi jnahabhiksu 

(c.1600 I.H.) explained the Sutras in the light of the 


Semkhya theories.,His system is known as Avibhagadvaita. 
Lastly ,there is Baladeva (c.1725 A.D.) who taught the , 




Acintyabhedabheda. ef.O.Haysvadenrao:Ankara Bhasya of 


'Srfpati Panditacarye Yol.I. Intro, p. 221. 
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(ill) 

Popular Movements 

While cm the one hand the Learned hearyas commented upon 
the authoritative work in Sanskrit,and propounded their own 
Systems,the masses were,however,led on the other hand by the 
popular saints and teschers who carried on their activities in 
regional languages which could be easily understood by all the 
people.Their method was simple and their approach was sincere. 
They did not enter into the dialectical feats of scholars.Thqy 
did not discuss and debate absolutism,monism or dualism,They 
just seng the songs in praise of God and through these simple 
end beautiful songs they could reach the heart of. &he common 
folk. They threw away the barriers of castes.They opened the 
doors of religion to any sincere man or woman who aspired to 
find out the truth.The path of devotion taught by the Aearyes 
was certainly for the benefit of the lower classes but they 

were too learned,too orthodox and too much engrossed in their 

<■ 

\ 

own hair-splitting controversies of isms. A number of saints 
have flourished in h orth India and while some of them actually 
established their own systems,there were others who did not care 

T7 

to do that. Ramananda,Banak,Kabir,Pipa and Dhsnna,Sena and 

«0»«M >W«I» QM r. <* W M. Mi •««*> «ni «in «. ««l M W *.«<• «« 

7. for a study of these saints see Chaturvedi;UttarT Bharataki 
S an tap ar amp era. 
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Saidas ,Miranbai aid Padmavati ,ii amadeva and Barasinha Mehta and 
Tukarama-all these and many more lived and preached their 

faith for the uplift of the weltering men and women of India. 
Samananda was a pioneer in bringing about radical reforms.He 
did npt care for castes and.creeds,he taught in the regional 
languages;end more than that he substituted the Kedha~i£rsna 
warship by the purer form of Sits-lama worship.He was followed 
by Kabir,Tulasidas and many others. , 


Another pointy which is worthy of note is that these ' 
teachers did not care for the politicsal changes in' India. „ 

Who ruled India was not for them to 1 see and think.Whoever - 
adored the thrones of Delhi and other capitals,they went on with 
their own teaching^ unmindful of the ruling powers .people had 
rather religious consciousness than the political consciousness, 
They were used to the suppressive power of Muslim rulers. 
Gradually there arose a tendency to find out the common, points 

' s 

between Islam and Hinduism and to effect a compromise between 
the two. Guru Isaak,2abir and other saints turned their efforts 
in that direction. . • 


a 

The most important movement,emtemporarsjiQus with that of 
Yallabha was that of Caitsnya in Bengal. The original name of, 

Caitanya was Yi&vsmbhara MiAra.His father was Jagannatha and 

his mother Sad Devi*He had one elder brother named fibvarupa 

s. < ^ ' 

who was afterwards. knoYm. as lityansnda.Caitanya was born in 

tm 

1485 A.D. He married at first with one Lsksmi Devi and after 
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her death' married another. He began his mission of life at •file 
age of 23, when he returned from Gaya after making offering 

to the manes.Be denounced the ritualism of Brahmins,did not , 

admit the distinctions of castes and preached faith in God 

. alone and love for Him. He wandered from place to place singing 

songs in praise of Irena and Radha.In 1510 A.D.he became 

an ascetic and did his work with a missionary zeal.After—■, . 

travelling through various parts of India he returned to 

Puri and lived there for the last eighteen years of his life. 

He died in 1533 A.D. During his travels in India he had 

many disciples and had disputations with many.scholars. 

Chit any a,® ityenanda and AtoitsiraHda Advaitaaandaare called 

. prabhus in the school of, C ai tally a. Gait any a * s pupils Rupa 

and Sen a tan a were brilliant/. writers, but the Prabhus. ■; 

themselves left no important composition. While Caitanya 

' CL : 

mainly preached jstrdeat and. sincere devotion to Hari-,his 

pedantic theory as explained by his followers is very, much . 

\ 

ifafesL akin- to that of limbarka, • 

r „ * y 

We may also take notice of one important movement which 

s 1 

comes just after-fallabhaoarya. Hita Harivamsa who was bom 

l 

in 1530 (or 1553) A. R. founded * the Radhavallabhiy a . 

Sampradaya / which teaches madhuryabhava in Bhakti. . 


8. For a study of this sect,see fi jayendra Bnataka: 
RadhtvallabK|Va Sa&pradayarSiddhanta aur Sahitya. 


! 
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(IT). 

Vall 3 bh.acar.va. • 

Vellabhaearya's family belonged to the Bharadvaja Gotra 
of the Taittiriya ISakha of the Black Yajurveda. It was a 
Tellaiiatiya Brahmin family of Andhra.One of the ancestors of 
Ye.ii.ahha, named Ye jn mar ay an a Bhatta was a wellknown Yaisnava. 
One Gsnapsti Bhatta was the author of. a book called 

* • • ' ' v, 

S arva tan tranigraha, end his son Belem Bhatta wrote BhaktidTpa. 
Belam Bhatta had two sons.Laksmana Bhatta ahd Jansrdana . 

* * * . * * 9 « 

Laksmana Bhatta married Yallamagaru,daughter of Subaraa.He 

* * • * 4 

lived in Benaras,moving about in the Society of great scholars 
of the time.Once a rumour about the Muslim invasion of Benaras 

f * 

/ 

was spread and Hindus left the city.Lsksmana Bhatta started 
South-ward. In the course of this journey Yallamsgaru gave 
biifcth to Yallabha in Sam vat 15 35 (or Samvat 1529 according 
to some followers f of the school) In Camparanya near Raichur, 

ijO 

The family returned/Beneras because the rumour of Muslim 

invasion was wrong. Yallabha was the fourth child of his 

t * 

r ' » 

parents, the others being Ramakrsna,SarasvstT,Subhadra and 

Ke&ava.-After his Up an ay an a in the eighth year,Yallabha began 
his studies under Yisnueitta. He was a very brilliant student 
and mastered various fe&stras in a very short’time.In 1490 AD. 

Jr 

Laksmana Bhatta unfortunately passed away and the family had 
to return## home in Southern India,when Yallabha was only 
eleven#. 



\ 
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Vallabha*s journey Southward was like jjhe pilgrimage of 
a Brahmaearin.Ee came to Vijayanagara in about 1493-1494 AJ>. 

^ f 

At that time there was a prolonged debate going on between the 
. followers of 'Sarnksra. and the Vaisnavas led by Vyasatirtha, a 
follower of Madhva under the patronage of the great king 
Krsiiadevarsya.When the former were on the point of„winning 
Vallabha could manage to go to the royal court with the help 

of one 1 of his relatives.He reinforced the side of the 

*- 

Vaisnavas,and after a long controversy defeated the opponents 
and propounded his Brahmavada.He was then declared as the 
gretest teacher end was honoured with Kanakabhisaka, * the 
golden annointing.’Vallabha*#// followers have given very, 
much importance to this event,as.a glorious victory of his 
.scholarship and power of debating.The historicity of it can 

w 

however,be easily questioned ,as Krsnadeva came to the throne 
.of Vijayanagara in 1509 A.D..,whereas the Kanakabhiseka is 
said to have taken place in 1493-1494 A.B. It is likely that, 
the event might have- taken place later and not when Vallabha 
first went to Vijayanagara. 

^ s 

After this,Vallabha was approached by Vyasatirtha and 
others and requested by them to lead the ladhva Church. 
Vallabha.however declined and started on a pilgrimage.IIe is 

-V, * T , 

said to have gone on pilgrimage thrice.As a pilgrim he 
visited many holy places and shrines,discussed and taught 
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his doctrines to many and gathered a large following.After 
the second round .of pilgrimage,he married one MahalaksmT in 

' - *» u 

about 1500 A.B. which is the year of the foundation of tie 

1 ** 1 

shrine of SrigmrH'Sri Govardharianathajl. Once at about the 

i * ^ 

same time when Tail&bha /j^was in Ookula on the eleventh 

day of the bright half of the month of Graven a, he received' 

* % 

at midnight the command of God to initiate the people in 
the new path that the God revealed to him. Unfortunately 

* t 

we do not know the year of this event. - ■ , 

» * * r 

After his third round of pilgrimage Yailabha settled 

V* 

down at Benaras and then shifted his head quarters to Adel, 

a small village not far from Ailahabad.IIe stayed there for 

about twenty years and wrote important works.After settling 
* 

down he built up his Sanipradaya and put it on a firm footing. 
Many disciples came to him at Adel.Eis meetings with 
Gaitanya are worthy of note.®!© records of these meetings 

are preserved by the followers of both,but the descriptions 

* ■*. “* 

-*» k- 

are biassed and colourful. “The meetings must have,however, 

* * * * -N 

been very important and cordial,though the relations of 
their followers were strained. 

When Yailabha was returning from Puri he received a 
call from God,but as his commentary on the Bhagavata was 

still to be completed,he did not leave the world.He hasteied 

to complete the work, hut his scribe Madhava Bhatta 

Kaisjhairin died 'having been shat by an arrow.He was again 


9. cf. Siddbshta Rshasya.v.l. 
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called by God before he could complete this work. This time 

the call was too powerful. He thereupon decided to renounce 
the world and informed his mother and wife about his decision. 

One Madhavendrapuri who was a follower of Madhya initiated 

him as a Sennyasin. (According to some he was initiated by 

one fiarayanendra Yati.)He then went to Benaras end at the 

Hsnuman Ghat entered the holy wiver Ganges and disappeared 

for eyer.lt is said that a bright flash appeared at that spot 

and he went to heaven in the presence of many spectators. 

This happened on the 3rd day of the bright half of the month 

of Isadha in Y.S.1587 corresponding to 1531 i.B. 

Yallabha was a great writer .He is said to have written 
eightyfour works but the number is more legendary then real 

corresponding as it is to the number of disciples and shrines 

of the system.The most important work of Yallabha is his : 

Anubhasya,which remained Incomplete and which was completed 

by his son Yitthale^a.Similarly he is said to hare written 

a commentary on the Purvamlmansa Sutras- of Jaimini. Only a 

fragment of this has come down to us.He has also written tie 

Purvamimansa Earikas.His commentary Suhodhihi on Bhagavata 

parena is only on the first three books, on the, tenth book 

aid five Adhyayas of the eleventh book of the Purana.He is 

said $o have written Suksmatika on the same work but it is 

not extant. One of his very important work is the 

TattvadTpanibandha in three'chapters, and a commentary on it. 

The commentary is,however,found only on the first two chapter s 



end a portion of the third. The most popular works of 

Yallabha are ,however, his sixteen tracts or goda&agraathah, 

which expound his religious teachings.Here also the Pusti- 

* * 

HPravaha-Mar/yada-Grantha is not complete«Ee wrote other 
small works also like Patravalambana.In all he is .said to have 
written thirty books, all in Sanskrit. 


. 00 . , 

-Yitthalanatha and his descendants. 

* * 

Yallabha had two sons, Goplnatha and Yitthalaaatha. 
Gopinatha-was born in Y.S.156?.He .was a sincere devotee of 
God,and $£is said to have decided to take his food only after 
reading the Bhagavata Parana.As this took a long time,Yallabha 
gave him purusottamarMama-Sahasra. This could be read in a 
shorter time.He died at ah early age.He wrote two works 

t 

Sadhanadipika and Sevavidhi. He had a son named Burusottama, 
who also died very young.• 


Yitthale^a was junior to GopTnatha by five years.He was 

born at Carsnata near Allahabad in ViS.1572.lt is said that 

* • 

he was given to worldly playfulness and resiled from that 
mood after being remonstrated by Damodaradasa.a well known 

Yaisnava.lt is also said that he was sent by his father to 

* • 

study under Madhava Serasvati but instead of attending to 

his studies,he just devoted himself to the study of Bhagavata - 
_ /the 

Parana.After £ death of GopTnatha and his son,Yitthaleha 



became the recognised representative of his father,and 

he planned various,tours with the sole purpose of propagat ing 

\ ' * 
the thoughts and practices of the Sempradaya.He, visited 

Gujarat for about six times,during the period between Y.S 

1600 and Y.S. 1638.He visited Jagannathapuri in ?.S.1616, 

After that he seems to have stayed at Adel,from where he , 

moved to Bandhegadh.After staying there for a couple of 

months,he went to Gadha,which was ruled over by the — 

famous queen Durgavatl.He could foresee that the independmt 

Hindu Kingdom of Durgavail was perhaps not going to lasb 

long .He left his residence at Gadha and went to, Mathura 

and lived there in the ’Seven houses* (Sat-ghara),built for* 

* \ 

him by BurgavatT.However,he preferred the quiet smaller 
place of Gokula to the city of Mathura.In Y.S. 1689 he made , 

Gokula his permanent residence. He carried on his litercay 

/*’****'' 

and other activities at this place. He seems to have had 
very happy meetings with Akbar,and became the recipient c£ , 
the Royal Firmans. He had also connections with Raja 
Todermal and Birbel.He out ted the followers of Oaitanya 
from the worship of ^hi Hathaji,taking advantage of these 

v. -* 1 

ft 

connections. 

t * 

His family-life was quite happy .He married one 

t - <. - J 

Rukmini,daughter of Yihvanatha Bhatta and Bhavanl. He had 

* * * 
six sons and four daughters by her.His seventh sen 
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Olianabyfina was born of his second wife Padmavati. Two 
daughters of Gop ina th a, Laksml end Satyabhima also lived 
with him. In spite of bearing the burden of such a 
large family,he passed his time in devotion to the Lord 
Irsna.He lived a.fairly long life of seventy years and 
died in ¥.8.1842 cm the seventh day of the dark half of 
the month of Magha. 

While Yallabha propounded a new theory and estobliged 
a system based upon it,it was left for Yitthaleba to put 
that school on a sound footing.He was a man of genius aid 

knew how to propagate his beliefs and practices,He started 

all the practices of the Sampradaya and gave it an artiste 

touch with his fine sense. He was an artist,painter, &nd 

singer. He incorporated that art in the service of the 

1 

Lord.She worship was carried cm in houses with separate 
rooms for bath and bed and dinner rather' than big temples. 

He infused life in religion. 

As a writer,- Yitthaleba*s contribution to the feuddhs- 

dvaita is great. There were ,however, certain difficulties 

which he had to faee at the outset. A family quarrel cropped 

* # 

up between .himself and his sister-in-law,the widow of 
Gopihstha. As a result of this,the widow went away with 
whatever manuscripts of Yallabha*s works she could get. 
Many of the works were thus lost,and some of those that 
could be found were incomplete. Yitthaleia made it his 
mission to complete them. A part of the commentary cm 
Tattvadipanibandha.il!,and the latter part of the 
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Anubhssya are from his pen. Further, he added many passages 
also in the body of his father's works.. Besides these he 
has composed so many stories commentaries and shorter tracts. 

u 10 

The most important of his works is .the Y^idanmandana. 

N • * i 

We have already noticed that Yijthale&a had a large faaily., 
ill his seven sons were sincere devotees and good scholars . 

ill of the® tried in their individual and collective cepaci% 

* s 

to propagate their faith which was then having a. large 
following in the Western regions of the country. YifthaleM 
distributed his seven images of the Lord. Krsna among his 
seven sons. 


Ookulanatha, the fourth son of Yitehal©ba,was the' most 

prominent of all of the seven sons. He was born in Y.S. 

/ 

1808. He is famous for the fight that he gave to CidriCpa 
who, because of his cordial, relations with Jehangir could 
successfully manage to prohibit the use of the Tulasi-string 


which is one of the outward marks of the #$istimargiya 
Yaisnavas. Ookulanatha saw Jehangir pars on ally,c onvinced 
him of the Yaisnava position,and got the ban removed. He 
has written seme commentaries in Sanskrit on the sixteen ■ 
tracts,the SiibodhinT etc. He has also written stories of 
84,and 252 Yaisnavas in the Yraj^f dialect.Though not much 
of an author,Gokulnstha was well-versed in various fastis s 


mm mm «« mm mm mm mm mm* mm mm mm mm mm mm « mm mm mm m* mm mm mm mm mm* «w* mm mm mm mm «#* mm *+* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm *m 

10.For a list of his forty eight works;see V.C.Shah: 
Pustimargansh psEcaso Yarsa; p.239. 
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and is said to have successfully carried on his controversy 

with. Gidrupa. Eis contribution to the 7 Suddl}§dvaita lies in 
the propagation end regulation of the Sampradaya,He is 
honoured as the third great man of the Sampr&daya. lie died 
in ¥.8.1697 at the age of 89. 

Hslyanarays, born in Y.S.1625 was the son of 

Govindaraya., the second son of Yitthaleba. He has commented 
* * \. 
upon the sixteen tracts and has also composed some Kirtanas. 

He had two sonsJ-Iarirrye. and Oope&vora. Hariraya, Virho lived 

a fairly long life of about 120 years,was born in Y.S.1649. 

.After Gokulanatha, he became a very important personality 

in the Sampradaya. being a sincere devotee himself, he has 

r 

written so mrny small works in Sanskrit,discussing and 
deciding various problems of the Sampradaya. The most 
important of his works are,however, the letters that he 
wrote to his brother Gopeb vara, who found consolation in 
them when he lest his wife. These letters known as— 
ISikaapatras are written in simple language and are capable 
of appealing to the masses. They have been translated into 
Gujarati and Yraj and are often read in the religious 

t 

meetings of the Yais^riavas even to-day. He-had many 
students whom he taught the principles and practices of Ms 
school. 

a 

Besides the teachers noted above,there were several 



others who stayed at various places and contributed to the 
Suddhadvaita literature.Of these the immediate predecessors 

of pui^ottame were pltembara, Yrajarajfya and krsnacsndra.We 
shall ho?/ever refer to them in the next chapter, as their 
relation with purosottama is very close. 


(VI). 

Spread of Vallabka-Sam'pradaya in Gujarat, 

' jss purusottama, the subject of our thesis,lived and 
worked in Surat, it would be proper to add a few lines in -&e 

introductory chapter,regarding the religious conditions of 

the province of Gujarat, before and during his occupation of 

V* 

the pofntfieal chair at Surat. > 

The charming and fertile land of Gujarat with its 
natural beauty of rivers and planes has been for ever the 
recipient of various ideas,religious and others. Gujarat 

claims to have been the holy land of Lord Krsna and the' 

f > 

Tadsvas. TheRudrad&man inscription of G Lenar is the finest 

A r m 

historical record of the existence of Vaisnavism in Gujarat. 

One Cakrapalita is said to have built a temple of Cakradhara 

Krsna in 456 iJ). In 526 A.B.there flourished in Vallabh&I 
* ♦ <* * 

a king Dhrvasens who called himself Parama Bhagavata.Poet 
A 

Magha,(9th century)pays homage to Jiari in the first verse 
of his Sibupalavadna. The inscription at Dhamadacha,dated 
1074 A.D.begins with’ Qmnamo Bhagavate Tasudevaya’ and 
praises the Varaha-incarnation. Iemacandra,(1088-1172 A.D). 
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refers to the existence of the Vaisnava teraple in Patazia, 
in his Bvyst^rsyakavya. The pre to lance of Ysisnavism has also 


been referred to by J3omei§vara(e 


.1230 


A.0.) in hi s, kir tikau mudf , 


and Surathotsava. Raja^ekara in his Caturvim^atiprabandha 


refers to the building of the temple of Yiranarayana by 
Yiradhaval( 1233-1838 A.D.).One Brsimharanya Muni wrote a work 
called "Yisnubhakti Candrodaya” in 1413 A. D.The inscription 
on the RevatT Kunda of Girner.dated 1417 A.D.begins with the 

i r * 0 — 

praise of Bamodars who steals butter.Yaghela Moklasimha( 1499AJI 

is said to have protected the hosts of the Bhagavatas.The 

king who reigned in Baroda in 1811. A.D.was a devotee of 

. , 11 . 

Govma$ for the centuries the current of the- Ersna-cult- 

*■ % » 

always came to Gujarat and was received there faithfully and 

enthusiastically,the more so because Dvaraka came to be known 

as the holy seat of lord Srsna.This had its effect upon the 

regional literature of Gujarat. A vsry powerful influence was 

welded by GTtegovinda of Jayadev^We may note here the 

examples of Mayanachanda of Madsna(Y,S. 1500) end the Phagu poem 6 

of Katarsi(1495 A.I).),YasantavilaSa.Gitagovind was actually 

1 ? 

translated into Gujarati in Cil6Q0 Y,S, * 


11. Gujarati Sahitya Bk.V:Madhyakalano Sahityapravaha: 
Id.K.M.Munshi pp.309-311. 

12. Ibid.pp.313-15. 
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0? the y «T: T ,T ad ay a £. e s t e b 1 i s lie d by the Yaisnavs Ac arya s 

-C if # * 

of the South, that of Vimtaauja seems to have had its SW8 y 
over the people of C-ngarat for some time.The followers 


for of Romansjn ere found in fhijamt even to-dey. Shri. 

^luiiS'hi says that there is reason to believe that the khijada 

1 q 

Mandir SeziyTtaSyu of p-aurasttra' is a branch of the same* 
iiimkfis and himbarka could not exercise any influence in* 
Gujarat.' The worship of Hams,propounded by Rasiananda,of the 
'Sri SemprsdHya,seems to have had its influence in Gujeratto 

v 

a very great degree;'in the fifteenth end sixteenth centuries* 

The well-known poet B-halaiis,end Ms son YisimdeSa were . 

devotees of Raffia. One With a Ysisnava of Telaja wrote a tract 

on the characteristics of Yaisnavas in Y„S. 1587*&abir*iiie 

famous disciple of Raman and a* had some hold on the lower 

strata cf the Gujarati society in the seventeenth century* 

poet Vaccharajs w&f a. follower of kahir.Dad-u Bays!a, was 

born in Ahmed abad in Y.f.1601 and was initiated in the fold 

of Kafcir, by Kanal(or hud*’Inn) .He left /rhmedabsd at the 

age of eighteen and established his seat at bfetrOns, near 

’. * • ■ yd 

Ajmer* The .Dedu-^eiipradaya had many followers.in Gujarat."~ 

All these .end many other sects ‘ and movements came to : ' * 

Gujarat. However* tin? immense popularity of the Purajais and 

the teachers of- the Pustiffilrga ousted them from the field. 

I . t 

The most important religion*not sect or movement that 

C 3 L 

held its sway over flu jar at for c<uaturies and which commjfends 


** ¥M> r n 


MU • 




f 

**»► vMt «IV» 


13 . (I bid. p. 321 ). 

14 . (I bid.pp.323-4). 
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a large following ©Ten to-day is Jainism, It became the 

royal faith of Gujarat, when Kumar pa la Solanki accepted it at 

the instance of his teacher Eemacandr a-With its rigorous 

emphasis on non-violence and good conduct,it could very easily 

appeal to the characteristically soft and tender nature of 

the mercantile community of Gujarat.lt could not,however,stand 

the test of time any longer, and many Jains came over to the 

pusti&arga, when it was introduced by Vail abba and his see. 

The reason for this is not far to seek. While Jainism was &d 

and worn out, the new faith was fresh and young; again the 

pustimarga did not close the doors of happy and prosperous 
* * ^ 

life while Jainism was rigorous and rigid. 14 may also be 
adaed that there is no God in Jeinism,which is an ethical 
.religion,whereas Vsllabha taught of an eternally playful 

V. 

Krsna. The appeal to the masses of this playful sportive God 
• * . 

was naturally very deep. 

The most important point, which wo should note,is the 
political upheavals and anarchy in, the country. The last 

Hindu king of Guj&rat-Karana Vaghelo was defeated by 

ills add in Khilji in 129? A.J). for hundred years after that, 

Gujarat, was ruled by the Subas appointed by the Sultans of 

Delhi. The invasion of Taimur Lang however shook the very 

foundation of the Delhi Umpire and so the Suba.s took 

advantage of the weakness, of the Central Government. They 



29 

were tempted by the circumstances to become independent kings. 
Zafar Khan proclaimed his independence and established, the 
reign of the Sultanat in Gujarat in 1407 A.D. The kingdom 

r 

% 

saw illustrious kings like iUimedshah and Mohammed(popularly 

known as Begado),but the Sultan at could not retain its 

. . ~7S dfp. 

power against Akbar. It was bn the.ISEfclr 1573, that, 

Gujarat became a province of the Moghul Empire. The rebellion 
of Muzaffierkhen proved abortive and once again Ahmedabad 
became the seat of the Moghul Viceroys. Prom an independent 
country, Gujarat turned into a Province of the Moghul Empire, 
The period, immediately folio-wing this annexation, was that 
of peace and prosperity. The Viceroyalty of Sir AzizJCoka, 
Shah Jehan and Pare. Shikoh added to the security and 
prosperity of the people, end even though there have been 
occassional incidents like the plundering of Surat by Malik 
Ambar in 1G03 A.3).and the feuds during the reign of 



the picture on the whole 


Aurengzeb as Vicer 
is decisively bright, It was in this age that Vallabhsr 
Samprafaya spread in Gujarat and its neighbouring areas. 

VaLiabhacarya in his travels visited Gujarat very often 
end moved at various places. He is said to have visited Surat, 

Broach, Morbi, Kavanagar,Khambhalia, Piiidtar,Dekor, Bvarka, 

JunagndhjPrubhes, Godhra, karotia end many other villages and 

cities. The visits are recorded in the literature of the 

Ssmpradaya. The propagation of the Sampradaya in Gujarat, 
however,goes to the credit of ViithaleSa, who visited 
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Gujarat six times: (l)fie came to Gujarat from Mel in Y.S.lfiOO 
(g)He repeated his visit from Mel in V.S. 1613(3) In T.S.16B, 
he came from Gadha (4)From Mathura he came to Gujarat in 
Y.S. 1623(5) and from Gokula in Y.S. 1631(6} Lastly, he came to 

i * 

pay homage to Dvarhkadhlda in V.S. 1638. It appears that he 

exercised his influence over Gujarat for nearly forty years, 

The visits of Vittliale&a to Gujarat were incidental to his 

* » 

visits to the holy shrine at Dvarka. Yaliabha himself 

t , 

visited Dvsrka thrice and installed the image of Dvsrakanatha 

t' 

at Bet Dvsrka. Fortunately. however ,Yitthalesa could, get 

* « • 

enthusiastic and sincere associates who were devoted to him 
and who were working for the propagation and expansion of ihe 
Sampradaya. Yitthale&a initiated one Mag$ji Bhatta, s 
Sathodara hagar brahmin,who was an iiifhuential officer 
of the Government in Godhra. Bsgajl Bhatta was an intelligsit 
pupil, who asked many questions to Yitthalesa and got their 
answers, fie not only accompanied Yitthalesa during his trawls 
in Gujarat but even himself went to Mel for paying homage to 


his precept or.Bhaila Eotheri of Asarva, near Ahmed a bed, was 

_ who ■ • 

another devotee, fiis Son-in-law Gopaladas^was dumb got the 
powers, of speech by chewing the be tel-leaf offered by 
Yitthalesa. ‘This Gopafdasa is the author of fiavakhyana, a 
popular Yaisnava poem which is responsible for the most tender 

feelings,with which the Maharajas are looked upon in Gujarat. 
Whenever, Vitthaleba visited Bhaila hothSri, many people 


W 
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came to see him arid embraced his faith. la Cambay also 
there was one Jits Parekh who contributed much to the rapid 
spread of Taisnavism in Gujarat. The wave of Taisnavism, thus 
begun in Gujarat, went on for years that came and many 
people belonging to various sects accepted this faith. 


The peace and prosperity, which the Province enjoyed 
under the Moghul rule, was largely instrumental in setting 

a particular standard of life. This naturally led to a very 
happy life fall of luxuries and comforts. The fall in the 
moral standard slowly crept in and there were voices of 
protest raised against this from various quarters.The most 
prominent among them is the poet-saint Akho. (c. 1615-1674 JU>). 
Popular works of devotion and purenie tales were,however, 
written and sung. The most important of those poets was 
Premaaan&a.(e. 1636-1734. A.J)} ,who was followed by 'Saraala 
•Bhatta(c.l700 A.D)They were contemporaries of Purusottama. 

i 

The age of peace and glory of Gujarat,ended in the reigi 

of ilursngaeb when the great Bhivaji plundered Surat,end 
Gujarat became a scene of a hundred feuds and fights. 

.Religious and social life was in peril and though prosperous 

* ' \ 

and wealthy, the cities of Gujarat were not very quiet. 

i t 

Surat, wek the head quarters of Purusottama, was no 
exceotioa to this. 
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Suret enjoyed e unique place not only in Gujarat but in the 


* 

whole of India. Its wealth and prosperity lay in its being on the 

Bank of the river Tapti. Yinaysvijayaganivara, who flourished 

in the later part of the seventeenth and the earlier part of 

the eighteenth century has written a poem laduduta, in which 

he haj2 given a beautiful description of Surat. He compares the 

Tapti with the river in the heaven. He says; 

pota^reniparicayamisat 'fir a veiled vimana 

M«j jadvrndarakavaravadhunagjjrair nagsribhih: 

S vedus vacchasphptikar ue ir ambhobhar a ir* uttaranga 

\ , 

Tapi tatra hrayati tat ini Svargaganganukaram. (v.SV.) 


It had a beautiful garden full of various kinds of flowers. 
Yinayavijaya says; 

Dipt! puspair aviraladala mend all campakanaia 

Tatrodyane tulayati phalair laksita pallavai& ca; 

> ' > 

Kaga&renTm amasrnasrnim hemaghantavalidham 

^ \ 

Citrair gucchair vividhabharanair menditam vastrakhandaih. 
Udyananam nagaram a’ohitah sen tat ir bhati naaa 
' Yrksair laksair vividhasumanahsam vitan. am latanam: 

1 0, • * * * 

hrldad dampstypeita-kadalimandirair baiakiaia 
Gehaih kr ldabha van a s ar as id irghikavapikabhih. (v.91~2). 


Surat had a strongly built fort full of all types of weapons: 

\ * 

Burg© bhargojjvalavapur ihotksndharas eandra^ala- 

* # 

Dsmbhat saudhacchadir upa&ito mauktikacchatrahali; 
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Manayaatrapraharanadharo yuddhasajjogra^as trail 
Ksatrasyaisa trayati susamam dhairysgarvoddhurasya.(Y.94). • 

There was a mint also in Surat, which is aptly described l$r •. 
Yinayavi jsya: 

Rupyasvarnaprakaraghatsnaprotthitais tahkafesle 
Garbhodbkutapratirava&atais taratarais taker a ih; 

hatra' k^vapi prabhavitura alem dustadaurgatyabhutah 

Put ah ksaudre hyupa&8mavidhaumantr8Sarastakarah.( ¥.98). 

The prosperity and pelf of Surat was due to its being cne $ 
of the prominent centres of business in India.Merchants of 

Surat entered into, business transactions xdth businessmen 
staying in distant places in India and abroad. Ships sailed 
in and out of Surat to Africa,Iran,China,Japan,Arabia and 

■s 1 

Turkey. Surat had many market-places like Kenpith,Danapith, 
Maohhalipith, etc f where various commodities brought: from 
outside were sold. Every year some twenty to forty thousand 
persons came to Surat with a large number of caravans. The 
inhabit an ts/6f Surat were rich and their, life was colourful. 
Inspite of all this they were not very happy.They were 
always worried'about the protection of their wealth that 
they accumulated with tact and toil. After Shivaji’s attack 
they were always afraid of such onslaughts. The Subas of Surat 

r 

also extracted money from them for paying their dues to the 

i , 

Moghul Emperors of Delhi. Even then there was freedom of 
religion and the Hindus were not subjected to harassment 

simply because they were hindus. 



prosomi^s LIFl. 
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(1) 

f I i , -b * 1 

Oeneology. 

Unlike the founders of other systems, Yallabha was a 

householder. He became a ssnnyasi in Benaras only in his 
last days, hot only so but in his small work'Saimyasa-nirnays 

he revealed his,thoughts on asceticism as such. As a result 

of this ,while in other systems we have the line of teachers 

and their disciples who adored the pontifical chairs,here' 

we have the line of direct descendants.These descendants 

have done much to propound and explain the Samprsdayic 

■w , 

theories and practices. Yallabha*s system has given us three 
orders of scholars, the Vaisnavas who were followers of the 
School,the Bhattas who were related to the Gosvamis by 
matrimonial alliance,and the direct descendants cfYallabha. 
Out of these, the last have served the system most. They had 
the right of service of the images that they kept in their 
own possession. Many of them were great scholars. Again they 
were looked upon with very high regard by their followers, 
perhaps because they were direct discendants of Tallabha. 
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The title’Gosvami’ which was assumed by them and which is 

i 

retained by them even to-day 7 Soes not appear to be the 
original title of Yallabha himself. Yallabha calls himself 
just'Dlksita 1 . Even Yitthalesa calls himself*Diksita’in 

some of his works. Yitthaleda however, was allowed to 

• V 1 

grase his cattle at Gokula,Mathura etc. by the imperial 
firmans issued by the Moghul Imperors-Akbar and Jehqgg ir. 
It was an account of this that Yitthalesa was' called a 

* " f 

Go-svami- * the owner ctf cows* and this title went on for 
centuries. Even to-day the Maharajas are called Gosvamis. 

Titthalesa had 7 sons.The .third son ms Falakrsns, 

mm, m m m m 

who again had 6 sons. His second son was Yrajaneths while 

the fourth 3on was named Pitambara. Trajanatha had a son 

/ 

named Ersnacsndra. Pitambara has two sons’iSyamalala’ and 
• - * 

* Tad up at i*. Syaiaalala was the father of Yrajapala and 
Yrajaraya. Iadupati , s son was Pitambara whose son was 

Purusottama. Purusottama refers respectfully to his 

1 

father and his grand-father in his works.ife do not 
know the name of purusottama 1 s mother.The geneology is 
given on the nest page. 

**»*++* m* ****** *«*i vm****m •*«*«*«* mmm m *■* ***** ** ** mm » mm a** wm mm mmm ** 

1. Bhaktyi naumi pifimt^fea Yadppatim tatam ca Plfambaram. 

ak&AAA. 


A.B.P.Intro.Y. 7.p. 2, 
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(II). 

Date and place, of Birth. 

The generally accepted year of Purusottama’s birth is 
Y.S.1724. Shri.Chimanlal Shastri of Bad a Mandir at Surat 

however told me that this did not appear to be correct. 

I, therefore wrote to Pandit Kanthamani Shssirri of . 

'* •’ * ► ' i 

Kankroli r who directed me to write to Shri.Krisirshalalfi 

Pandya of Ssthadvar,,who supplied me with, the horoscope of 
purusottama. He has informed me that his ancestors were 

appointed Jyotisis and family-trtests of Oosyami Titthale- - 
-natha and he has got a thousand such old horoscopes. We 
would like to suggest that apart from the astrological 

importance, if these horoscope are published, they will 

f 

be very helpful in finding out the exact dates of many of 
the Oosvamis, and thus in tracing the history of the 
family of Vallabha. Purusottama*s horoscope is given in 
the appendix Mo.l. On the strength of that horoscope,]^ 
we can be definite that Purusottama was born on the 
10 th day of the bright half of the month of Bhadrspada - ■ 

4 1 , 

l * * ' ♦ , 

in Y.Sil714, corresponding to 1*0.1658. 

1 * ' * * - ■ i 

We do not know definitely where he was born.It is 
quite likely that he was bom in Ookula, as tradition relates. 



(III). 

The Temple at Surat. 


We do not know anything about Purusottama until he 
came to Surat and settled in the temple of Balakrsna as 

an heir of Yrajsraya. We may here note the history of the 
image of Balakrsna till it was installed in Surat by 

s 

i r *1 1 • ww mum r y 

Yrajaraya. 

* \ 

The image of Balakrsna owes its origin to the sacred 
river Yamuna. Once when Yallabha want to the river for a 

a bath,the image came out entangled in the sacred thread 

worn by him, and told Yallabha that it would come to his 

house. Yallabha welcomed the Lord and taking the image to 

his house 7 placed it together with other images in the 

Seva. There is another tradition also stating that the 

image came from the Karnakupa in Yraja.it that time 

s 

Yallabha had five images and he was spending bis time in 
their devotion at Adel near Prayag. . 

s 

A curious incident has also been recorded in connection 
with this idol. Yallabha 1 s son Yitthalesa was just a 
child at that time. He also served the small image of 
Balakrsna,he decorated it,played with it,served it with 
the Bboga and did all/ sor 1b of things. Once he served 
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f Thora* (S?R }as the Eh eg a. To his surprise he found that 

the image began, to eat it.Vitthalesa thought^that if 

the Thor a.-is eaten by him in this way,nothing wiii remain 

for him. He than tried to take it away from the image but 

Balakrsna also nulled,, it in another, direction. In the mean 
»■ * » 

time Yallabha came there and was delighted to see this 
friendship. He asked Yitthaiesa to give away.the Thora 
to the idol and another dish of thora was prepared fcr 
Yitthaiesa himself. 

Tills image of Balakrsna remained with Yallabha at 
Ide/l, Kashi end Gokula.After Yallabha,it came to 


Yitthaiesa. Yitthaiesa had seven images in all and also 
had seven sons. So he distributed these images to his 


sons thus: 

Heme of the sen, 
(1) Oiridhara 
(S)0-cvindrtraya 

(3) Balakrsna 

(4) G-okulahatha 

(5) Raghunatha 
(S)Yadunatha 

(7)G-hanasyama 


Heme of the image. 

Mathuresa. j 

) 

Yitthalanatha. 

Bvlrakadhisa. 

Gokulanatha. 

G okulac andr araa. 

Balakrsna. 

Madanamohana. 



0 


It will be seen that the image of BalakrSna thus 

came in the possession of Yadunatha,the sixth son of 
Yitthalesa. Ysdtmatha kept this image together with that 

i» m r ' 

of Dvarakadlii6a,and stayed with Balakrsna,the third son 

of Yitthalesa. We do not know why Yadunatha took such a 
* » 

steps. One of the possible reasons may be that the image 

of Balakrsns is very small.ifter Yadunatha his son 
* * * 

Madhusudana also stayed with Dvarakesa,the son of Bala- 
-krsna. after sometime however Madhusudsne wanted to be 

m i m \ 

independent of Dvarakesa and hence he demanded the 
image of Balakrsns from the latter,Dvarakesa however was 

not inclined to comply with that demand.‘fhe matter was 
referred to Gokulanatha, the fourth son of Yitthalesa. 
C-okulsnatha told Dvarake£a that the image of Balakrsna 

belonged in fact to Yadunatha who stayed with his father 

x 

only due to affection, Again Yitthalesa himself had 

ordered that whenever Yadunatha or any of his deeeendgnts 

deisred to serge the image independently, that desire 

, ^ 

should be fulfilled. Madhusudana could thus get this 
image of Balakrsna. After one year’s service,the Lord 

wished to remain in the company of another* image of 
* 

Dvarakadhisa. Madhusudhna thereupon brought it to 


o 
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Atf Dvsrskesa who accepted the image on the coaditioii that 

« / 

Madhusudaaa should -not demand it in future .Madhusudaaa 
agreed to this in writing.. Thus the images of Dvarakadhisa 


and Bala krona were kept in Gokula together;After 


Dvarake£a,tbey were served by his son &iridhara.(Uridhara*s 


son Dvarakaaatha possessed the images after his father .He 
served them together with his sister Oahgabetiji and 
his wife Janakivahuji.Dvarakanatha went to Kashi for study 
and managed to get the Sarasvatimantra on his tongue. 

He became a profound scholar and then returned to his 
father at frokula, But the same night, the Ood Bvarakadhfsa 

Zt 

informed him that he had committed the faldt of 1 Anyafeya* 
by resorting to the Saras vat lniaa tr a and therefore he 

was no longer fit for devotion .He had to leave his house. 
Similar such incident^' is also reported in connection with 
his father Siridhars.His wife JahakT therefore with the 


help of O-ahga adopted Yrajabhusana,son of Srivallabha,, 


,in the year 171?,Y.S.8a the eighihday of the bright.'half 


of Bhadrapada. 


This deed of adoption was challenged by frajaraya, 
scai of Syamalala ,who recently returned to Crokula from 
Kashi .lie demanded one of the two images served by the 
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trio of 0-shgn , JanakT and Yrajabhusana. -The demand of, 

Yrejafaya was refused. He thereupon approached the 

Bmreror but without any result .He then went t,o Ookula 

with festfe some associates and took away both the images 

by force. The matter was referred to the Emperor 

Aurangzeb,who ordered that the images should be returned 

to Yrajabhusjsaa. Yrajaraya again met the Emperor in a 
forest and pleased him. He reiterated his demand in 

the form of a request. The Emperor however deed not fgrea. , 
Yrajarays then asked for only one image,that of 
Balskrsna as a right.The Emperor accepted the request 
snd issued the necessary order. With this oraer in hand, 

Yrajaraya came to Ookula,but Gahga and Janaki together 
with Yrejebhusene went to Agra. When Yrajaraya went to 
.Agra,they left the place for Ahraedabad,taking away with 
them both the imafees. They stayed there in an underground 
room and served the images secretly. Yrajaraya came to 

Ahmed at> ad and began his search for the images. After four 
months he could find out where the images were kept.Once 
he found that thousands of betel leaves were daily purchased 
from me shop. He thereupon asked the shop-keeper who 
informed him that those betel leaves were purchased for 
the images,that were kept secretly in a house in the 
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Raipur locality. Yrajaraya took the help of the Moghul 


Yieerpy in Ahmedabad and went to that place, /it that 

time both the images were lying in a cradle, and Gang a 

Jahaki and Yrajabhusana were serving them. Yr a jar ay a 
showed to them the imperial order and took away the 

smaller image of Balakrsna with his own hand from-the 

• » 

cradle. Janski was very angry at this and cursed 
Yrajaraya to the effect that as he was taking away the 

-v v ? 

image from the cradle, there would be no cradle in his 
house. Yrajaraya accepted the curse and left Aimedabad. 


From Ahmed abad'Yrajaraya came to Surat. On acccunt 
of his scholarship and his devotion to the Lord,he 

could exercise very good influence on the local Yaisnavas, 
He settled in Surat aid built a temple of his own in 
Y.S.17S7. As he had no saa,he adopted purusottama as his 
heir. Purusottama thus occupied the pontifical chair of 
Surat after Yrajaraya. 


The account given sbovb is according to the 
tradition current in the Sampradaya* It seems to have 
a fairly large degree of historical truth. There is 
another tradition current in the Sampradifya,explaining 

” i 

how Purusottama could secure the image of Balakrsna.lt 

m « I* m m 
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is said that Purusottama to os away this image from Goktils 
and brought it to Surat,hiding it in the locks of hie hair. 

On account of this the Maharaja in Gokula cursed 

1 f / 

Purus ottama with childlessness.This tradition does not 
appear to - be correct. That Purusbttarna could secure the 

' ^ », v + t 

ieage of Balakrsna from Yrajaraya, is borne put by the 
statement of puruscitama himself. In tils introductory 
verses in his inubhasyapraka^a, Puruoottama pays' homage to 
Yrajaraya and says: 

Yande tam Yrajarajam anvayamanim yadrocisa madrdo- 
Pyasin murdhni krpapsrah Prabhuverah Sribalakrsnah svayam. 


The historicity of the feud between Yrajaraya on the 

and Yrajabhusana on the other 

* m 

is corroborated by documentary evidence also. In the 
Sadder Diwani Adaulat Case ho.43,was produced a release 
executed by Gehga,JahakT,and Yrajabhusana to/ Yrajaraya. 
The document which is given in appendix Ho. 2 ,bears the 

date third day of the bright half of fche first Asvina, 

/• 

** 

Y.S.1737,corresponding to 1681 A.3. It is stated in the 
document that they had settled their old dispute regarding 

2, A.B.P.Intro.Y.7.p.2. 
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the two images «nd the Paduka of the .Ac cry a. The idol of 

Balakrsna should be given up to frajaraya,while that cf 
'• Dfsrakan'stha should be kept by them. Gang! should keep 

\ i 

the Plduka till her death and after that the Paduka would 
devolve to fraj-araye. It was stated in conclusion that 
no cause of dispute remained between the parties after this. 

X - I 

The document was signed by Haririya,son of Kalyanaraya and 
others as witnesses. - 

It appears from the document that the quarrel between 

fra jar ay a on the one hand and Gang!, Janaki,and - Yra jabhusana 
cm the other went on for a long time. Hariraya,who was a 

famous personality living at that time in the Samprsdaya, 
seems to have used, his good offices to'work out a 

compromise solution. 

Ori€^mportmt point should however be noted in this 
connection. The yesr,given in the document is ¥.8.173?, 

The traditional account given above informs us that Vrajaraya 
came to Surat after receiving the idol of Balskrsna in 

Y.S.1727. In the Gujarat Sarvasangraha prepared by lavi 

Karmadtshankar.it 5s stated that the temple of Balakrsna 

3 

at Kanpith was built in 1635 A.D.' 

- 3. Gujarat Sarvasangraha p.531. 
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the Hist pry of 



Pond it ilantbamani Sha&'tri 


expresses certain doubts about the authenticity of this 
document <n the following grounds;~ 

(1) The script of the document is Gujarati;and it is 
quite possible also but as Gangabetljl herself, used Hindi 
(Traj) in all her dealings, the language of the document 
should have been Bindi(Yraj) and not Gujarati. 

(E)Ten years before the date of this document all of 
them left Gujarat and settled in Mewed. 


-(3)Gahg8bet!ji was not alive in Y.S.1737, 


(4)When all of. them were in Ahmedabad,in Y.S.1737, 
there is no evidence to show that Hariraya also stayed an 
Gujarat. 


On these grounds, Kan ih am an i Shastri says that the 
document is doubtful. It is likely that Yrajaraya might 

have settled firmly in Surat by about Y.o. 1737 end might 

\ 

have got this document prepared so as to avoid any problem 
in future.^ 

Shri.Uhimanlal Shastri of the Bada Mandir at Surat 
is writing a history of the idol of Balakrsna and the 

4. Bankroll .Pert .II. appendix Ko.2.pp.l54-155. 
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Bada Mandir, Surat. The work is not yet published. Shri.O. H. 
Shastri informed me of his arguments which are as follows;- 

(1)The correct year in the document should be Y.S.172? 
and not 1737. ice or ding to mathematical' consideration the 
additional month of Alvina is found in Y.S. 1726-27.Be also 
supplied me with a table showing the additional months.The 

x ^ 

relevant portion of the table is given below;- 


Sam vat Year; 
beginning 
with Kart&ka. 

• Samvat year 

beginning with 
Caitra. 

Saks' year. 

Addition i 
month. 

1723 

1724 

f 

> 

1589 


1724 

1^25 

1590 

Jyestha. 

* m 

1725- 

1726 

1591 ' 


1726 

17^7 

1582 

Alvina, 

1727 

l|88 

lf29 

1 

1593 


1726 

/ 

1594 


1729 

17S) 

i - 

1595 

j§ravana. 

4* 

1730 

1731 

1596 


1731 

1732 

1597 

> 

1732 

1733 

1598 

Jyestha. 

m 

1733 

1734 

1599 


1734 

1735 

1600 


1735 

1736 

1601 

Yaisakha 



Sam vat Year: 

beginning 
with Kartika. 

Sairivat year • 
beginning with 
Gaitra. 

iSaka year : 

Additional 

month. 

1736 

173? 

1602 

• 

1737 

1738 

1603 

Bhsdrapal a 

1738 

1739 

1604 


1739 

1740 

1605 

1 

1740 

1741 

1606 

i 

A§adha. 

«► 


(2) The document was produced before the court in 
the Sudder Diwani Adaulat case Ko.43. 


(3) Earirsya had mastery over Gujarati language,as can 
be seen from the Padas,he composed in Gujarati.lt is likely 

that as the writer of the said document was a Gujarati, 
Hariraya might have got it written in Gujarati,and Oahgabetijl 
and others signed it. 

(4} Gatgabetiji died in Y.S. 1736.Hence the date of the 
document cannot be V.S.1737.1urangzeb attacked Mathura in 
Y. 8.1726 and so the trio of 0ahgabe 11jI, JahakivahujI and 
Yrajabhusana could not stay in Gokula.In Y.S.1727,Hariraj© 

was about 80 years of age.Sri Kathaji m r as shifted from . 
Giriraja to Mewad in Y.S.1728 and that is why the Patotsava 
of Sri Hathaji was celebrated in Mewad in Y.S. 1728. There is 



49 


a possibility that Hsriraya lived in Gujarat in T.S. 1726-87, 

<ce 

because Mathura was not peaceful and the resident in lewad 
was not yet established. In the letters that Horiraya wrote 
to his ^younger brother Oope^vara, there are references to 
Surat and to one'Gujarati gentleman named Premaji. Hariaaya 

visited Gujarat very often.The news 'of the death of 
Gopesvare* s wife was known to him when he was in Gujarat. 

It appears from all this,that the idol of Balakrsna 
was brought to Surat in Y.S.1727..AS regards the date given 
in Gujarat Sarvasangraha,it can be understood as the year 
in which the temple was built completely. 

We do not know when Purusottama came to Surat.Any way 
he did not come to Surat before V.-S. 1727.We also do not 
know when Yrajaraya died and when purusottama succeeded 
him.ifter Purusottama,the image was given to another 
Purusottama,son of Muraltdhara and great Grandson of 
Yra jalalfekare.This purusottama had a son called Govardhana, 
is he died without any male issue, his wife laharanivahuji 

ad op ted • G okulots ava, wh o belonged t o the family of ■ the 
fine st son of Yitthslesa. Thus the image went to the 

a» * > x ' 

possession of the £4a?et house.On the nest page we have 

shown how the image.of Salakrana has changed hands.,by means 
of a chart. 


« 
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Chert showing how the idol of Balekrsna changed hands. 


6 


l.Yellabha. 

I 

S.Titthale^a. 

* * 

I 

S.Ysdunatha. (Sixth son of Vitthale&a). 
I 

4. Balakrsna. (Third son of Vitth&Le£a) # 

I • 

5. Bv8rake^8(Sort of Belakrsna). 

I *“ 

6. MadhusS&eua(Son of Xadunathe). 

I 

7. Dvarakes8. (S&ree as jjj o. -5}. 

I 

S.ndridhara, (Son of DYaTakela). 


I 

9.l)Yarekanatb e(Son of Ciridhara). 



I 


11. ?r a j ar aya(Son of feyonalsla). 

I 

12. Puru.sottani8(Son of Pitarabara). 

% 


13. PurusotTacia(Son of Murairdhara). 

I 

14. GoYardhaneda(6on of purusottama,Bo.l3). 

I 

15. Mah8reniYaiiujf(\ f t ! 3 fe of Govard.haneda). 

I 

16. Cok ill ot s a va (Ad op ted by Maher aflirahuil). 



Study and Scholarship. 


M ^,v { ' v 
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We do not know much about the childhood of purusottamh 


/> 
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His teacher was Kmiacsndra, whose date of birth is probably 

V.S.16S1. He was the son of ¥rajanatha,the second. 30 a of 

♦ * * 

Balakrsus, the third son of Yitthalela. He was a, very great 
scholar. Hirbhayarame Bhetta in his Kalpavrksa calls him 
tSIstrevittama* ^ We do not know much about the life of 
this Srsnaeandra. The Ehlavapraklsikavrtti is ascribed to 
him. Purusottaraa pays homage to him as his preceptor in the 

A 

beginning of his .AnubKssyaprakasa. Shri Telivala things that 
very probably Purusottsma owes much to Ersnacandra for the 
profound scholarship, which is revealed in his works. 


Telivala says that Purus otteoa is obliged by two Qosvamis , 
Vrajariya and Krsnscandra. A comperison of the works of 
Trajaraya with those of Purusottama would show that there is 

Mw J+J Una* mm> «m» mm ««.«•* mm mm oMdmm •.imm mm mm km>*m «-*»« mmm «•» •* Mm m mm •» mm mm' an mm mm mm m i* w «. MM M *M 

5., Ivam SrT BalakrsnWaa jyesthosyaavaya Iritah^ 

Yra janathabhidbasyatba dvitlyatanayssye tu ; 

Ersnacandra iii kbysTto nan dan ah sastravittamah. Kalpavrksa. 
quoted by Telivala in Vsnunada Vol.I.ho.5. 

i 

6. Tatputfan Saha suhubhir nijagurun ^rikrsnaeandrahveyin.... 

i 

A.B.P.Intro.¥.7.p,2. 
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a basic difference in their respective methods of presentation. 
Hat orally the profound scholarship of purusottama does not 
owe its origin to the genius of Yrajarlya. It is likely 

that it may be due to the teaching of iSrsnaeandra. The 
argument of T'slivsla appears convincing,but the term Guru 
msy;^ mean only the initiating preceptor and nothing more. 
Teliwala also refers to the Bhavaprakasikavrtti and compares 
it with the Anubhasyeprak'ass. The Bliavaprakasikavrtti is 
a very suspicious work said we will discuss its relation with 

, the Anubhasyaprakasa in the next ohapter.lt is difficult to 
say anything for or against the view of Telivala that the 
scholarship of Purusottarns owes its origin to the teaching 
oi Krsnacandra. 


There is one curious tradition in the Sampradlya, which 
tries to account for the scholarship of Purusottama.lt is 
said that when purusottaina was only seven years old,one 
great Pandit (Appaya DTksita according to the Sampradlya) 
came to Surat and challenged the scholars for the &astrarth&. 


As the elderly persons in the Surat temple were absent, 

t 

Purusottaraa’ s mother accepted, the challenge and said that 
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her son would be prepared for the Sastrartha after three 
days. Purusottama then went to the underground room in 
the Surat temple and continuously muttered the Sarvottama- 
-stotra for three days and nights.(According to seme he 
muttered the TrividhanamavalT.) At the end of this the 

Lord Bal a kr sn a, Y al 1 abhaear y a and Yitthalanathaji presented 

themselves before him end blessed him with a thoroggji 

understanding of all the works,if he saw just the beginning 

and the end of the same. When Purusottama pays homage to 

Balakrsna in the AnubhasyaprakaSa he says: 

Krldan Srlbalakrsnah paramafcarunaya manmanah prerayatva 

BKasyartham yo' tigudham prakatitam akarot sampradaye- 

-nivrtte... ? 

The werse is’ taken as a proof for the tradition by some. 
After the blessings that he received,purusottama received 

the blessing from his mother also. He was thus fully 

/ 

prepared for the Sastrartha and defeated the pandita in 
Surat. 

Whatever may be the value of the traditional story 

Purusottama’s scholarship is really profound.Be had a 

thmjogfeh study of all the Bhasyas. Be refers to almcfet 

all of them at the end of the Sutras or Adhikaranas in 

♦ 
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his Anubhssyapraka&a. Ee knows of six Bhasyes,of Samkara, 

R8msauja,Wva,Bhaskara,&adhva,and Bhiksu. At one place 
when Yallabha refers to someone by ’Ka&cit parasabdena 

dehadia iha’,Purusottama says in his comments,'Idam 

* 

cana prasiddhasadbliasyastham... Ata idanim utsannasysiva 

- 8 • ' ' ■ ■' • : 

Kasyacin matasyollekhah’. It may appear rather curious 

< * i \ \ * 

that Purusottama does mot refer to lumberka at ail, 
not only so, but even does not- appear to know of him. - 

He also refers to Yacaspati,Jayatirtha,and Yedliitadesika, 
the famous followers of Samkara,Madhva,and Ramanuja 
respectively'. Regarding the literature of his own 
school,his study .is so very deep that he points out 
where and what exactly Yitthalesa added to the bulk .of 
his father’s works. Even in minor commentaries,such as 
those on the sixteen^ tracts,he shows a thorough study 
of the interpretations given by the elders of th®^ school, 
like Devakinandana,Haririya,Cica GopIsa,Dvarake§a, etc. 
Apart from the Vedantic works,he reveals a profound 

study of the authoritative wo^ks of other systems also. 

* 

He refers to the BKattas,the prabhakaras,Kapi1a,Isvara- 

- krsna Gautama, Kan ad a, (Tdsyan a ,Parthasarathimisra, 

Maithili Bhavadeva Mi^ra,Yanamalid'asa,the Bauddhas, 


8.A.B.P.lII.ii.6.P.885. 




55 


the Jsinas,Iadhusudana Sarasvati,Appaya DTksita and many 
others very of ten.He also refers to pan ini ,Patan jali, 
and BhattojT DTksita, and even Raraakrsna, the author of 
Siddhantaratnakara. He shows his study of rhetorics and 

refers to Kavyaprak1sa,Bhvanyalbka and. similar standard 
works on the subject. He refers even to Arkaprakasa,a' 
work on medicine aid discusses how the Cihiya^pots are 
manufactured.His study of the Dharmasastra-nibandhas is 
simply astonishing as can be seen by the scores of references 
to such works in the Dravyasuddhi and Htsavapratana.He is 
thoroughly well-versed in the sacred lore.His passages 
beam'with the references to the Gratis,the great Epics, 

Gmrtis and puranas.From the classical literature,he .refers 

* * 

to Prabodhacandrodaya. He also refers to Marasimha Mehta 
the famous Gujarati poet-saint.The above, is not an 
exhaustive list of the works referred to by him;but it 
would be sufficient to show how great a scholar purusottama 
was. There is a traditional verse in the Sarapradaya, showing 

that he was a very great scholar and composed about nine 

lacs of verses.The verse runs; • , 

Hssld ena samah samastanigamasmrtyiditattvarthavid ■ 

«* * 

Yakta eapratimah sadahsu vidusam adyapi bhumau budhah, 
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Yah sarvam navalaksapadyakamitapraudhaprabandham vyadhat 
Sa Srimah purusottamo vijayatam Acaryacudamanih. 


Purusottama was not only a great scholar himself, 

, 4 * l i 

bat be also kept so many other scholars with him .Purusottama 
does not appear go have been a man of very narrow outlook. 

Whenever he found a Pandit,irrespective of the system which 
that particular Pandit foil owed,Purusottama treated him 
with due respect. It is perhaps because of this that 
Purusottama is very exact in his references to other 

systems.and 


(V) 

Travels and Digvi ja.ya, 

Purusbttams is said to have travelled all over India. 

m 

Re 'went to various provinces and challenged all the great 
Pandits of the time for the Sastrartha. This is the reason 

why he was given the title of Dasadigantavijayl. It is said 

% 

that he won over many of them and received written stdfttants 
of his victory form them. My efforts to secure those 
statements have not been fruitful.If they are found out, 
it may be possible to trace the account of his travels. 


He is also said to have gone to Dumas very often. 
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Dumas is a piece of resort on the Sea-shore,about ten 

miles from Surat.lt is, sail that Purusottama wrote many of 

his works there.Prof .M.O.Shastri goes still further and 
says that after finishing the daily work in the morning 
and serving the Lord Bilskrsna with R a j abhoga ,P itr us o 11 am a 

went to Dumas every day.lie stayed there for the whole day 

) 

and returned in the evening to serve the Lord Balakrsna 

again.When he, went to Dumas,he kept with him cartloads of 
Bopks.lt is impossible to believe that Purusottama went 
there every day in those days when the means of oommuni- 

V 

-cation and transport were not speedy. 

Shri.Telivala in his account of Purusottama’s life 

t 

says that Purusottama used to go to Dumas very often.Many 

< * 

of'his works were written and copied there. Telivala further 
says that Purusottama gave some sort of a letter to a 

Brahmin Devotee of his at Dumas and the descendants of that 

♦ 

devotee are still alive. 

Though I have not been able to get any definite 
information regarding this* I could get some hints from 
Dumas*which I visited often in connection with this purpose. 
There is ^temple of Ranchhodji ,built in December 1956, 



V 


8 


The image however is old by centuries.lt is made of black- 


stone and is similar to that of Dvarakadhisa at Dakar with 
the order s Padma,Cakr8,0ada and I3s»kha. Belov/ this image 
certain letters are inscribed. The first line could be read 
with difficulty. It reads; 





The second line could not be read because it is below the 
pTtha,upon which the image is fixed. There are five other 
copper images and also a conch.All of them appear to be 
very old. 


Shri.Chhaganlal Delpatram Upadhyay,Popularly known as 
Chbaganlal Shestri,offers his service to the image.He stays 
just near the temple.When approached,he readily showed his 
eagerness to give me as mush information as he could. He 


informed me abo§tt some hearsay in Dumas that one hosvami 
Tir-.haraja ,who wes perhaps a very great scholar,used to 
come to Dumas before some two hundred and fifty years or so, 
As regards the image of Ranchhodji he told me that it was 


quite possible that some one might have brought it in a ship 
in the DarA days of Hinduism. His family was in possession 

4 

of this image since centuries,and he was not in a position 

* 

to inform me when and how exactly his ancestors came to 
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possess/ this image.lt/difficult to make out exactly what 
is memt by the letters which are inscribed under the image. 

.According to Shri.tJpadhyay ’£>rl Sutra’ means that the image 
is of Laksmlnarayana./’iaEaraula’ can not be understood by 

i 

us.It may perhaps signify that the image is from Rajasthan 
or Hittteh .The image does not appear to owe its origin to 
South Oujarot.Shri.tfpadhyay further informed/ me that in 
the TaiaT Fsiia,where bis ancestors were staying at first, 
there was a fairly large number of bagar Banias living in 
Bursas in that street. The bagar Manias are generally 
Yaisnavas belonging to the Pustimarga. Thus there appears to 
have been some sort/ of Yaisnavite influence of the Pusti- 
-marga,exercised on the natives.of Bumas.lt is very likely 


that’ the said influence .might have come from Surat which is 

the nearest centre of the Pustirnarga.Shri.IJpadhyay also 

/ 

informed me that his ancestors possessed many Sanskrit 
manuscripts but unfortunately they could not be preserved. 

f 

Be showed to me one old manuscript of the Ramayana of 


ValmTki. The manuscript is now deposited in the manuscript- 
-library of the Ghunilal G-end hi Yidyabhaven, Surat. As the 


renuscript is important for our purpose,! have given a 
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short description and the colophons of the manuscript in 
appendix Io.4. The following points should be noted in 

this connection;- 

(1) The manuscript was copied in Y.S. 1786.Purusottama 
who was born in Y.S. 1714,lived a fairly long life end 
inspite of his gift deed in Y.S.1781,we can say that he 
lived even after that time.The question will be discussed 

x, i t 

later in this chapter,but there is nothing wrong in 

•v 

assuming that Purus ot tarn a was living in Y.S. 1786. 

(2) The handwriting found in the folios of the Kinda 

i 

71,were seen by Shri.Ghimanlal Shastri,Secretary of the 
Balakrsna Sudcihadvaita Malias abh a,Surat.He told me that 
-there are manuscripts in the Surat temple,with a similar 

handwriting and it is very likely that the scribe might 
be one and the same. 

(3) That the manuscript has been found at Dumas leads 

us to/Iairly reasonable conjecture that it might have been 
copied at Dumas. Had it been copied elsewhere,it is not 

•likely that the ancestors of Shri.Upadhyay might have 
possessed it. 

(4) In the very beginning of the hand a I we have f Om 
namo Bhagavste Vasudevaya’ which precedes the salutation 
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$o Hama. It is really curious in a manuscript of Kamayana* 

In the beginning of the Kanda T we have one verseh 

•Titam Bhagavata tens Rarina lokadharins, 

Ajona vi&varupena nirgunena gunatmana. 

This verse is followed hy the usual Mangala,’Jayati 
RaghuvanSstilakab...*. The verse shows the contradictory 
attributes of the Lord.That Brahman has contradictory 
attributes is advocated by Yallabha alone and by no other 
Icarya. What is the use of this additional verse in the 

manuscript of Bam ay ana? Both these points show that the 
owner as well as the scribe must have been definitely a 

follower of the Sudclhadvaita. 

Thus it is clear that Purusottama was present in 

Dumas when the manuscript was copied out,and it is very ■ 

likely that he sb'ew it,if he did not own it.Be might have 
given it to his followers in Dumas snd perhaps some one 

ancestor of Shri.Upadhyay might have got it.It is also 
likely that Purusottama might have had some connection with 
the image of Ranchhod ji,but about this we do not know any- 
- thing. 


\ 



(VI). 

Private Life 


if/e do not know much about the private life of purusottana 

■v * 

He had three wives, Rani,Candravali,and PadmaVatT.He had 
two sonSjTedupati and Damodara and one daughter named 

i N 

Ileripriya. Yadupati was born in V.S. 1749,and Damodara in 
7.S. 1760. Both of them died during his life time. Trad it ion 
runs that as Purusottama brought the image of Bilakrsna 
concealing it in the locks of his hair,the Oosvami Maharaja 
of Slink that place became very angry and cur sad him with 
childlessness. lienee even though Purusottama had two sons, 
both of them died very young. 

Purusottama seems to have passed most of his time in 
the composition of his works. Many of his works were written 
in Dumas. In Surat,it is said that he used to write 

in an underground room in the Surat temple .He kept about 
nine scribes with him. He dictated to them whatever he 
thought at a particular time,Thus some three or four works 
were being written simultaneously.This perhaps is the reason 
why there are mutual references found in many of bis works, 
as Shri.Telivala thinks. It is said that he used to prepare 
three copies of all his works.One was kept for himself, 



f 


63 


while the other two were sent to other Gosvoiais. Be had 

cordial relations with Gosvami Yitthalaraya Garapasenivsla 
and one of the copies was sent to him. Whenever he went out. 


he kept with him cartloads of booics rather than clothes or 
ornaments and things of luxury. Teliwala says that he 
kept some about 32- carts. Purusottama again had a very big 


library of his own. Ks 


used to study 


the works of Yailabha 


and Yitthalesa very often end used to copy out those works 
in small handwriting. Telivala saw one such manuscript of 
the Subodhinl on the first ten Adhyiyas of the tenth 


Skandha of' the Bhagavata. He found it very clear end the 
handwriting was quite good. Purusottaoia was a very good 
scribe himself. Sbrx. Telivala who saw iaany of his 
manuscripts while preparing critical editions of his 
works,says;« From his manuscripts we find him putting a 
point where we use-/ //a,comma;for a fullstop he makes one 

stroke,and for a complete idea he makes two perpendicular 
strokes.When he wants to begin a fresh paragraph,he puts 
two perpendicular strokes and leaving e space of about 
half an inch he puts another two strokes and then begins 

a fresh paragraph.Important words sire coloured -with red 
senna.S/ri.porusottemsjT has revised his manuscripts 
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atleast three or four times.. Where he thought that an 
addition was necessary he would affix a fine slip and 
re-write over it.Where the angle mark was above the line, ■ 
we had to look for the addition on the top of the page on 
the mar gin, counting the number of lines mentioned at the 

end of the addition.Where the angle was below the line we 
had similarly to look for the addition at the bottom of 

the page.* 


It appears that Purusottarns was always busy writing 
something.This perhaps is the reason of his being called 
*Lekhavila 1 .Another title given by the contemporary 
Oosvakis to him was *Vedapa6u’.It was a jeer at him. 


puruqottania led s very simple life,even though like 
other 0 os vim is he was blessed with vast fortune .He was 
staying in Surat, which was at the height of its glory as 

the chief emporium of trade on the Western coaht of 

> t 

lndia.lt was a main centre of business not only in fug arat 
but in the whole of India and it attracted the famous 
Chhatrapati Shiva ji for plunder .Purus ot isma was untouched 

by the pomp and glory, of the city .He was an author and 
scholar,and liked to remain a real author and real scholar. 


3 . 


Telivals,quoted by M.C.Parekh in 5 Shri. \J allabhacharya. 


p. SIX 
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We do not know much about him, as a devotee,as much, as 
we know about Heriraya. He is however said to have been a - 
very good Artist. His Holiness Oosvami Shri Yrajaratnalalji 


Maharaj of tlie' Surat temple obliged me by showing certain 
ar tides, whidh are kept in the Seva" and-which contain one 
picture .said to have been painted by Purusottaia and five 
paper-cuts said to have been prepared by purusottania..A sho£t 

description' of them is as follows;- 

0) The picture is of MuralTmsnohera.lt has three 

is 

colours.Lord Arsna/ painted as playing upon his flute. • 

. s 

There are two female deer at his feet.Above the head are 
painted the peacock-feathers.The picture is painted on the 

basis of the verse*Dhanyas te mudharaataye ...etc.’ Sn 

the verse the G-opikss describe the female deer which are at 

the feet of the Load,bearing his Tenonada with rapt 

attention and worshipping him with loving glances. The idea 

in the verse is aptly revealed in the picture. , • 

(2) Paper-cut of a Palm-teeti,with two men ascending 
the tree with pots.below at the root of the tree are 
designed one cow and one pot.There'is a border design also. 


k mm mm i-m *** mm mm imm* *9* mm mm mm mm mm 4^ i 


10. Bhagavata ?sreha X.81.31 
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The cutting is very minute and exact. The leaves of the - 
tree,the helmets of two men,and all the details,are 
quite clearly visible. The paper used is white. 

{3) Paper-cut of four rams with one face.The four 
rams are shown as^/ and the one face which is designed 
can be'fitted to any of them in different postures.There 

r 

is also a border design. The.paper-wor ijis minute and 
the design is artistic and beautiful. The paper used 

is whits. 

(4)Paper-cut of a Saru tree with an artistic border. 
Below the tree are shown four birds,two on either sides. 
The paper work is minutely executed. Shite paper is 


used. 

(5)Paper-cut of a leafless dried up tree.The work is 

done with fineness.The paper is not white but has the 

> 

dark colour corresponding to that of the trunk and 
branches of the tree. 


(G)paper-cut of a Tads mb a tree. Two apes are shown 

in the work.One is mounting the tree,while the other is 
plucking the leaves.The work is so minutely designed 


that even the tail of the monkey can be seen easily. 



fke tree is fairly, big. 


Uhder the Saru tree and the kadambatree,the wonls 
’§rl’ and * firth* are written respectively in)£ ink.Oosvami 
Shri Trajaratanalalji Meharaj told me that the hand- 
-writing was of Purusottama,8nd that this is a proof for 

the paper-work being done by Purusottama himself .He also 


Informed me that according to requirements of the 
tradition of their family,if ’§ri’ is. not written on 
the paper,it can not be included in the Seva.iUiy way, 
it should be stated that the designs are fairly well 
preserved,^ 


(Til) 

Contemporaries. 

By the time of Purusottama,the family of Tallabha 

became a very big family and his descendants spread over 
almost the whole of Western India.Thus purusottama had 


many contemporary Gosvamis. 


11.Besides what has been described above,there- are two 
copies of the picture of Titthale^a,said to have been, 

drawn by himself .There is also a picture of Srihathaji. 
In it are seen Govindaraya and others.'! 1 }! ere are also four 

ilcrO 

manuscripts,/ in the handwriting of Tallabha and two in 


that of Titthale^a. 




The most important and famous of the contemporary 
Oosvamis,was Hariraya,who was born in Y*S. 1649 and #10 

li?ed a fairly long life of about one hundred and twenty 

* ' * 

years or so,It is said that he was alive in Y,S.l?72,He 

/ 

was thus a senior contemporary of P ur us 0 11 am a .Reg ar ct ing 
the connection of Hariraya with purusottama, two stories 
have oeen preserved by tradition;both of them,are intended 
to establish the superiority of Hariraya to purusottama, ‘ 

as a devotee and as scholar.Both of them are narrated 

*9 % 

below, 

Since the time of Vitthaletie,there is a convention 

* m 

in the Sampradaya that,whatever wealth is accumulated 
by a Bosvam.i in the first round of his travels,should be* 
dedicated to GcvardhanariathajT.Accordingly,Purusottama 
travelled all over India and with all his wealth went 
for dedicating it to "SrTnathajT.lt was the summsr season, 
and as a rule shoes can not be presented to the Lord. 

But purusottama brought with him* very costly foot-wear 
studded with pearls,Looking to this,the Gosvami of that 

place allowed Purusottama to present the same to SrTnathaS 
for the limited time of Rajabhoga only.The young Gosvlmi 
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Purusottama. wen ted that the shoes should be kept-for the 
whole day and attempted to do so by giving bribes to 
the chief servant of the temple.He did not think that 


this would be trouble some to Hod.Hariraya,at that time 

* 

was staying at Khimnor ,not very far from Kathadvar* 
SrTi'.athaji informed him about this.Hariraya immediately 


came to Fathadvar on horse-back and ordered that the 
shoes be taken off.The story thus shows' that Bar iraya 


was fortunate// enough to obtain th 


c\ 


grace of Hod, who 


informed him of what Bethought and felt,while Purusottama 
was not blessed with similar favour. 


.Another story runs that once when purusottama was 
dictating to a scribe his Prakasa commentary on the 
SubodhinT,he had doubts about the exact significance 
• of some particular point. Even though he pondered over 

it for a long time,his doubts could not be resolved. 
One old lady saw him in a sorry mood and on inquiry 


could know the re as on. She said that she had heard tie 
explanation of tnat particular point from Bariraya and 
she was prepared to explain the same to Purusottama. 


Purusottama thereupon asked for the explanation and on 
hearing the same be was satisfied. This story suggests 



that Purusottama had to take the help of even an 
ordinary lady who just heard from Hariraya. 


Both these stories are current among the followers 
of Ilarir'aya.We do not know if there is my historical 
truth in either oi them. So far as . Purus&ttaraa is ecu corned 

he shows the same respect to Herir“ya as he shows to " 
others. 


Another Gosvsmi with whom Pur us ot tarn a seems to 

have had special relationship,was Titthaleraya of 
Oapsseni.fie was born in V.S.3751 and' was thus much 

junior toPurusottema.lt is said that Purusottama sent 
one copy of all his works to him.He actually commented 
upon his own Prahastaveda at his request. 12 


.Another Gosvami,with whom Purusottama seems to 
have had cordial relations was hr Ivailabha,the author 

of ’iekha’cn Subodhini.Purusottaiae refers to him in his 


oubodhiniprnkasa on Bhagavata Z.iv.PO by;'Yathaaevamvida 

- N 

ity atra.Yedanam wit.Bbeve kvijj ...ity art ha iti 
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Drrvallabhah. Tan raaroapi sammatsm iti 1 .The singular in 
’feriVallabhah* as against the plural.used in the references 
to other Gosvaiuis,would show that Srlvsllsbhah was junior 
to Purusottaffia.&rlvaiisbha^ father was Yitthalarlya,. 

H . m m 

Me was born on the dark eleventh of the month of Karttika 

i 

in Y.8.1729. 


Shri.IJ. O.Shastri could get from Yaisnava Manilei 
of .Jamnagar a list of Rosvarais,who were contemporaries 


of Purusottama.The list is very long and does not appear 
to be conclusive.We have given below the same with certain 


subtractions: 


h ame» 

place. 

■ nn ^ ~ 

Sam.vat Year. 

,1. Gopikadhl^a , 

— 

1699 

8. Balakrsna 

tuokule. 

1700 

3* tiX'BJiS 

9 W * 

0-cicala. 

1700 

4. Mbdh a vofaya 

Shergadh. 

«•* 

1700 

b. Yitthale^ 

*. • 

Kankroli 

1700 

6. Vrajavallabhe 

t Gekuls, 

1701 

7. Isrikenta 

— 

1701 

(Son of Gaea 

Gopl&a) 


S. Bansldhara 

Kashi 

1702 

9. Lakavs.il abb a 

Mathadvar 

1703 

lO.Ramanalal 

* 

*** 

1704 

(Sen of Caca 

Gopiss) 

\ 
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Barae 

Place. 

SaffiTa 

% 

11. Gokulsmani 

* 

Shergadh 

1705 

12. iteiysnaraya 

Shergadh 

1706 

13. Ranaehoda 

Burhanpur 

1707 

(Son of Vitthalahltha) 


14. (loktilalakara 

A 

Gokula 

1707 

35. Trajaraya 

Surat 

1707 

16. Dfarake^a 

mm 

1708 

1?. RVaraksaStha 

mm mm mm 

* 

1708 

18. Hariraya 

(rokula 

1709 

' (Son of yra je&vara) 


19. Baburaya 

Jamanagar 

1711 

03. Damodara 

BathadYar 

1711 

21. Raghunatha 

mm 

1711 

22. Raghunatha 

— 

1715 

23. yitthalanatha 

Shergadh 

1715 

24-. Sopinatha 

Gokula 

1717 

25. yitthale^a 
* <* 

Shergadh 

1718 

26. Kalysnoraya 

Shrijidirar 

1718 

27. Muralldhara 

Kankroli 

1718 

28.'Srigopala - 

— 

, 1719 

29. 6-hana^yatoa 

t 

1720 

30. yrajahhUsana 

Kankuoli ‘ 

1720 

31. yrajalankSra 

Gokula 

1723 


Year. 



Rame. 

place. 

Samvat Year. 

32.B®lakrsna 

m m m 

Kankroli 

1721 

33. Mohan a 

Shrijidvar 

1722 

34.Dvarkanatha 

Shrijidvar 

17^2 

35.G-iridhara 

Ookula 

1725 

36.Gopala 

Kankroli 

1725 

37.G-opihatha 

Shrijidvar^ 

1725 

38.Balakrsna - 

mm * 

Gokula 

1725 

39.Jayadevs ' 

mm mr+ mm 

1725 


(His descendants began the Jayogopala sub-sect) 


40. Raghuhatha Kota l/dt 

41. Mathurahatha.lagarthattha. 1728 

4g, G-iridhara. Shrijidvar 1728 

43. O-okulaeandranfa.- 1728 

44. G-iridhara. Kota . 1728 > 

45. Oovardhane^a.Jaransgar. 1729 

46. jlvanlUL Bundikota 1729 

/V 

47. Muraiidhara. Kashi 1731 

48. Krsnocandra. Gokula 1732 

* * 

49. Bvlir akahatha.fiuteh-mand vi. 1734 

50. 0ovardhanefea.Shri j id var 1735 

51. Ookularaya. Ookula 1736 

52. Giridhara. Kashi 173? 



Samvat Year 


Name. - 

Place. 

53. Vrajaratna. 

fr ©kills. 

54. GopThatha 

Shrijidvar 

55. Furusottama 


(Son of Muralldhara) 


56. Yrejapala 

Kashi 

57. Yrajanatha 

Shrijidvar 

58. Yitthalariatha 

* 

ihareli 

59. Mohan a 

Kashi 

60. Yehkatela 

Ookul 

61. Dvarakinatha 

Ookul 

62. Yitthalanatba 

• 

Shrijidvar 

63. Yrajanl'ths 


64. Muralldhara 

Shrijidvar 

65. Oiridhara' 

Bhandhuka 

66. 0-opThatha 

Kota 

67, Hokuladhi^a 

V 

Gokul 

68. Muralldhara 

— 

69. Yiaj abh ar an sdlks i t a 

Ookul 

70. Yitthslaraya 

Shrijidvar 

71. Jagamiatha 

Shrijidvar 

72. Yadupati 

(Son of Purusotiama) 

Surat 

73. Srivatsa 

Capaseni 


1737 

1737 

im 

1739. 

1740. 

1741 

1742 
1742 

1742 

1743 

1744 

1744 

1745 
1745 
1745 
1747 
1747 
1747 
1747 
1749 

1749 
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Kame.. 

P1&08 * 

Sam vat Year. 

74.Madh8Vsraya 

Gokul 

1749 

75. Gokuleiiatha 

Giriraj 

1750 

76. Dahireya 

Shrijidvar 

1750 

77, Yitthalaraya 
•% * 

Capaseni 

1751 

78. purusottama 

Shrijidvar 

1752 

79. G-opala 

Kota , ■ 

1755 

80. Yadunatha 

Shrifli&rar 

1756 

81. Vrajaraman.a 

Jaipur. 

1757 

82. Jivanalal 

Sbri jidvar 

1758 

83. Yrajadhiia 

Jodhpur 

1760 

84. Bsmodara 

Surat 

1760 

(Son. of Purusottama) 


> 

85. D*imodara 

Sliri jidvar. 

1761 

86. Ookulacendra 

Shrijidvar. 

1762 

87. Raghuiiatha 


1762 

88. Prafyumna 

Shereadh 

w 

1762 

89. Oovsrdhsna 

Shri jidvar 

1763 

90. Yrajablfusana 

iv agarthattha. 1$65 

\ 

91. Gopendra 

C-okul ■ 

1769 

92. Ramakrsna 
*■» 1 

Gokul 

1770 

93. Jagaanaths 

Kashi 

1771 

94. Kaiyiaaraya 

Shrijidvar 

1771 




S 
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Haae. 

place. 

Sam vat Year 

95. Kelysnaraya 

Gokul 

1772 

96. Lsksmana 

* * i 

Gokul 

1774 

97, Gbana&yama 

Shrijidvar 

1774 

98. Madhusudana 

Shergadh 

1775 

99. Balakrsns 

* *■ <► 

<m» *•* mm 

1775 

100. Mathuranatha 

.Shrijidvar 

],7?5 

101. Jivanalal 

Kashi 

1775 

102. Balakrsns 

Mathadvar 

1777 

103. Vrajananda 

Shergadh 

1778 

104. Balakrsna 

* - m 

mm *m mm mm 

1778 

105. Brsimhalal 

Gokul 

1778 

106. Gimanlal 

mm *mm mm mm 

1779 - 

107. RajTvaloeans 

****** m*mm 

1779 

108. Gokulanatha 

Kota , 

1780 

109. 0 op ala 

Porbunder 

1781 

110. Govindaraya 

Shrijidvar 

1781 

111. Vitthalanatha 
♦ « 

Giriraj^ 

1781 

112. Ikrlval labile 

Kenkroli 

1781 

113. Povindaraya 

Kota 

1782 


The original list,as I have already stated is sufficiently 
long and runs upto ?,S. 1799. This much however is sufficient 
for us to show how- big the family of Oosvamis was at the time 
of Purus ottsms. 
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Coming to the scholars who did not belong to the YaHabha- 
Samprsd¥ya,we find that a host of scholars and authors flourished 
in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth centuries.The famous authors 
on Dhsrmasastra like Kamalakara Bhatta,Mitramisra and Yaidya- 
-natha piyagunda alias Halam Bhatta flourished at about the 
same time. Similarly Mnakara Bhatta and his s on - Gaga Bhatta 
were also famous contemporaries of Purusottarns.Both of them 
were proteges of Chatrapati Shivaji end it is said that Gaga- 
-Bhatta was actually called upon to officiate at the coronation 
of Shiva ji in 1674 A.D, BhattojT Biksita,h¥ge6a and Konda- 
Bhatta were great grammarians. Gadadhara Bhatta s GopTnatha 
Mauni,Annam Bhatta,Laugaksi B^hlskara,and many, other writers 
on Kysya and great scholars like Panditaraja Jagamiatha also 
lived in these centuries. In fact many of them were all-round 
scholars and contributed to almost all the branches of knowledge. 
Thus the* age in which Purusottama lived was an age of activity, 
though me may perhaps feel that many of the works written at 
that time were more of the nature of commentaries and compila- 
-tions..rather than original independant works. h*ew theories 
were propounded only through the medium of commentaries and 
compilations.lt was thus not the creative but t3ie interpretative 
period in the history of Indian thought. 

It has been maintained according to the tradition of 



i 
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the Pustimarga,that Purusottama had direct contact.with Appayya- 

Biksita.lt is said that Purusottama had Sasta#Sh® with Appayya- 
I)Tksita s when he was only seven years old.,Oiksita was a prolific 
writer and wrote some about hundred works.His father was 
Rahgaraja aid his grand-father,(according to some his great 
grand-father) was Yaksahsthalaearya.'Bie gretest question how- 
-ever that lias baffled scholars,is his date.The generally 
accepted dates of his life are from 1554 A.B.to 1626 A.D* 
Shri.Mahalinga Shastri who is a descendant of Appayya himself, 
gives his dates^s 1520 A.B to 1593 A.D. MM.Dr.P. v.Kane has 

13 

ably discussed the question in’his History of Sanskrit goetics. 1 

Shri.H.0.Shastri in his Hindi Biography of purusottama ^ has 
tried to show that Appayya was a contemporary of Purusottama. 

He says that in 1657 A.0.there was a meeting of scholars in 
Kashi in the Mukatimandapa and the decision was arrived at 
there to the effect that the Pancadravida Brahmins could sit 
in the same line with the Devarsi Brahmins of Maharashtra at 
dinner.The decision was signed by scholars like Khandadeva 
Mihra,and others who were present in that meeting.One of the 
signatories was Appayya DTksita. The Eirnaya-pstrs has been 
published in the ’Citale Bhatta Prakarana* of Pimputkar.Thus 


13. Bahi.tyadarp ana . Intro,pp. 30 7-309. 

14. Avataravadaval!.Hindi Intro,pp.12-13, 
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Appayya DTkgita was present in Kashi in 1657 A.D.Shri.H, G. 
Shastri further argues that Appayya is said to have met 

i T w 

Jsgannatha in Kashi,Jagannatha who was a protege of Shah Jahan , 

1 

must have come to Kashi in or after 1658 A, B, when Aurangzeh 
put his father into prison.The point is really a complicated 

i * i 

cne.Sven if we rely on all that H.O.Shastri has said,can we 

< f % 

agree that there was a meeting of Purusottama with Appayya 
DTksita? Purusottama was born in 1658 A.B.We should also 

*• + v 

bear in mind that according to H.O.Shastri he was born in 

1668 A.D.Trajaraya came to Surat in Y.8.1727.i.e. 1671 A.D 1 . 

The meeting could hare been possible only after that. Thus 

we shall have to assume that DTksita came to Surat after 

✓ 

\ 

1671 A.J).Again according to the tradition,Purusottama was 
only seven when he discussed with Appayya and defeated him. 
Hence it must be in 1675 A.D,as the traditional account should 
tally with the generally accepted year of Purusottama’s birth 
i.e ?.S.l?24.It can not tally with the correct year i.e.Y.»S. 
1714,because in that case Purusottama himself gouM not have 
been in Surat at the age of seven.This is too much to assume* 
The whole tradition of the Sastrarths between Purusottama and 
Appayya Dlicsita seems to have arisen on the strength of 
Purusottama’s composition of the Prahastavada,which was a 
’slap’ to the Saivas and which was intended to be a rejoinder 
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t o the Sivatattvaviveka of Appayya Diksita.I am inclined 

/ 

to believe that the traditional record of Sastrartha between 
Purusottama and Diksita does not appear to have mf element 
of historical truth. 

toother scholar with fehcm Purusott'ama is said to have 

direct contact according to the tradition,was BHSsksrafaya. 

Shri.E. O.Shastri says that some works of Bj^KIskarayaya 

are preserved in the Babu Dixit Jade Qollection of Bendas. 

The said collection also,contains some letters written by 

Bhasksraraya. In these letters Bhaskara has passed caustic 

remarks against Purusottama. H.O.Shastri says that,it 

appears from this that Bhaskara,who was defeated in the 

"Sastrfrtha by purusottama,might have referred to him with 

15 

Tangeanoe. % 

I have gathered some information about Blisskararaya and 
his teacher^ §ivadatta Sukla from various sources. 16 

am «*» —•« aim mm mm am mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm am mm uma am am am mm am mm mm mm mm mm mm aam mm mm mm mm am mm mm am am mm —• mm am mm am •»- am mm mm wmmm 

15. Ava tar svadavall. Hindi. Intro, p. 9. 

16.Sources: (i)Bhavtoi no Tad alias Bahuearakhyati.Id.I.T. 

Jarmanvala. 

(ii) purvamlmahsl:0anganath Jha.with a critical 

' bibliography by Br.Ikesh Mishra. 

(iii) Lalitasahasranama with Saubhag^fehaskara.Ed. 

V. L.&.Panshikar. 

(iv) Sai’vajanikan-M.T.B.College,aid Sarvajanik Law 
College Magazine.October,1941,;pp. 104-107. 




ISivaciatta Sukla belong to Surat and stayed in Guj jar Fail a, 

Haripura,Surat,where even today there is a street bearing 

_ ✓ 

the name of Vedabhai Sukla,as Sftvadatta was popularly known. 
iBivadatta’s father was Mahadeva and his mother was Gang!, . 

They were iudicya Brahmins and were deeply devoted to God 

ISiva.They had however no son,Once God Siva appeared in their 

dream and asked them to go to Somnath,if they xvanted a son. 

They went on a pilgrimage to Somnath and pleased God Siva 

and Goddess Parvatl,who blessed them with a son.The couple 

then returned to Surat. i sen was born to them an- account of 

/ / _ 

this blessing.He was named Siva Datta or Slvaoarsyana.When 
he was five,his Upanayana ceremony was performed and he 
married at the age of twelve.it the age of six teen, he finished! 

his study of the Yedie lore and mastered Sanskrit and 
Persian.Be began teaching students even/flat young age. 

Once while ISiva-Datta was teaching students,a Yogin 

belonging to the Tripura Sampradaya of the Hatha Pantha 

came to his place,On seeing him Sivadatta could understand 

that the guest was a Siddha Yogin.He served him as his Guru 

for a fairly long time.When the Guru was pleased,he bestowed 

upon him the Purnabhiseka and Mshassmrajya Dik§a,whieh is 




considered to be the highest honour in the Hatha Pantha. 

.After attaining to this status ,!$ivadatta was named Svami 
Prakasanandanatha.He soon became well known in the whole 
of India 1 and. was honoured by all .His preceptor then went 

* 

away,when he found that his work was finished. 

* * " * 

So many miracles are recorded round the name of Yedabhai. 
In the beginning of the sixteenth eentury,someone sent two 
Bunyan trees and one Palm-tree flying in the sky.Prakasa- 
-nandanatha got them down with the help of Bala Tripura-- 
-sund.arT.One .Bunyan tree came down at Haripur8,Sivadatta 
placed there the Yantra of Bahucaraji for its protection. 

That is known by the name of BhafanT Tad.The other tree 

came down at Begumpura and was knom as Mumbai Vad. The 

* ^ 

Palm-tree got down at hsvsari Bazar near Dhed Talavdi'. 
Hsetrabsla Bhairava was established there for its protection. 

Yedabhai used to go to the river Tapti every day at 

l 

dawn for taking his bath.It is said that the Bangi was' 
calling out for prayer every day at that time.Yedabhai 

fused to hear it and every time he said that it was wrong. 

The Muslims who heard this became very angry and complained 
to the Suba.The next day the Suba himself came there at 
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dawn and as Yedabhai was going away after passing Ms usual 
remark,he was presented before the Suba, who demanded an 
explanation from him.Yedabhai said that it was useless to 

sheut when in fact it was necessary to call the devotees of 

✓ 

Allah to gether to-gether for prayer.The call should be 
such that a sucking child,a grazing calf,a grinding woman 
and even the flawing water would leave their respective 


activity on hearing it.When Yedabhai was asked to prove his 
statement,he spoke out the Sufctas of Atharvaveda so loudly 


and seriously in the presence of a sucking child,a grazing 


calf,and a grinding woman,that all of them left their work 
and even the water of the Tapti ceased to flow for a while 
and meditated upon (tod with complete coneen tration.Ved abhei 

was thereupon released and he went home.He became very famous 


on account of this incident. The jealousy of other Brahmins 
however led Ms them to complain to the Suba that as Yedabhai 

was following the Kauiamarga,he used wine and such other 

things.The Suba thereupon went to Bhavani Yad personally 
on an elephant with his large retinue.Yedabhai came to 

know of this end asked one of his disciples to place a blade 
of Derbhc-grass on the road,The elephant of the Suba and 
the horses of his servants could not cross over this blade 
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arid proceed further, inspite of ail their attempts to do so. 
The Sub a then sent for Yedabhai, who sent a reply that as it 


was the place of Mother Goddess,one could come there only on 
foot. The Suba thereupon went on foot to the temple and asked 

i 

Yedabhai to show him the contents of the pots,which were kept 
there.Yedabhai showed him the pots in which there 'were only 
roses,and rose-water.The Buba was pleased at this s gave him 
a. valuable shawl and left.Yedabhai could not accept the 

Shawl,which was given by a non-hindu.He therefore threw it 
away in the fire-alter.This was reported/tfie Suba,who again 
visited the. temple and demanded the Shawl.'Yedabhai took out 
some shawls from the alter and asked the Suba to find out 
his own.The Suba was thus convinced of and awed by the 
superhuman powers of Yedabhai,and bowed to him with respect. 

He requested Yedabhai to &sk0 far whatever he wished, 
yedabhai just said that the Suba should arrange for the 
protection of the temple.The Suba granted the wish and left. 

.Another miracle,said to have been worked out by Yedabhai 
is regarding the drawing.of boundary line of the crematory 
at A sh/vinikumat-, At that time people were very much afraid 
of ghosts end evil spirits,which haunted in the dark.There 


were some communities 


in which they observed a convention 
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of carrying a dead body to the crematory within a short 
time after death.lt was again: very dangerous tp,_go to 
ishvinikumar at night. Once a brahmin belonging to the 
community of ?edabhai',died at night.Fedabhai also went with 
the corpse.In the way to the crematory,the corpse was carried 
away invisibly by ghosts.Fedabhai,with his spiritual power 
could know that the body was in the possession of-ghosts, 

and he took its possession from them.The Brahmins then 
requested Ysdabhai to find, out a remedy for this.Fedabhai 
then fixed nails on the ground at various places and this 
marked the boundaries,which the ghosts and evil spirits 
could not transgress. 

His meeting with Biiaskararaya is also said to have 
contained soma miracle JBhaskara was a very great scholar, 

who wished to enter into S&strartha with the pandits of 

Surat. They however directed him to go to Fedabhai.When 

Bhsskara went to Haripura,Goddess TripurasiindarT was playing 

outside the house of Fedabhai,She told BhUskara that as 

Fed abhai was busy with puja,he would better Aftfik talk with 
the cow which was grazing there.That cow talked Mth him 

in Sanskrit.Bhiaskara was so much awe-inspired at this that 
lie bowed down to Fedabhai when ha met him and became his 
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diseiplej-sivadatta Eokla than taught him,for some time and 

* . T 

gave him the P%*riabhieeka-iiariiBaiiira jya-pad a^tflg^him 
Bh aifsran and an a th a. ' 

Bliiskararaya was the see cod son of (>aTsbhiraraya and' 
KcnaEibiki.Be was born in B'Kag'an.ag?ari(Sangli?)and went to 

Kashi with his father .He studied the 18 lores under 

v i 

ivrsiinhadh?arim and Tark&sastra under £ahgadhara Vejapeyin. 

His first wife was Inandldefi and bis second wife was named 
Fir vatidevi,who was a daughter of the brother of the Jearya 

of Msdhve*s school .He was/very great scholar and defeated 

‘Munir i m v V»' 

X 

the Jciryss of all the schools .He wrote so many works,like 

- r 

_ _ 24 you ^ 

SsubhagyabhaskarajGetubsndha s Wd akaut^halaF/erisyarahasya, etc. 

r* 

( 

Some miracles are recprded eran for Bhaskararaya. In 
the Saubhigysbhisk»ra he has written about 64 crores of 
Yoginis.Some pandits from Beneras objected to this by saying 
that the YoginTs are 64 and not 64 cr-ores.They went on 
discussing it with Bhaskararaya for three days,when sag© 

ICumkuiaSisnda finally applied the water of the holy riyer 

Bangs in the eyes of the Pandits.They could then, see Mother- 

\ 

(Goddess discussing with them.They then left the discussion. 

It is said that he was doing the Yahasodha lyisa.Gne who 



performs bhis cannot bowl'd own to anyone except his teeej^r 

\ 

end istadevata. This being the cas©,31iaskara generally did 

m « 

not go out of .hie boosa.Qaeej/ however- the Acirya of Samksra's 
routth came to Ben arcs and all the Brahmine went to salute . 
him.Bhssfcara did not go there but he was.called by the learya. 

He went there but did not salute him.The Ac ary a said that 
the' Brahmins who were householders generally paid respects 
to the Ascetics and it therefore did not behove him not to 
pay his respeets.Bhaskara explained to him his position but 

~N( 

the Aearya wanted iLproof .BMskcra then put bis Benda, 

ham and e.lu and Faduka before him end hewed down to Miem. 

* * 

Immediately all of them were rendered to pieces and were 
scattered here and there. 

7. L. Pen shikar in his Sanskrit introduction to Lslita- 
sahasrahiaa says that BKaskara was a contemporary of Narayana- 

Bhatta.I-rand-f aifesr of Ksmai'skara Bhat t a.Kasaiakara finished 
* * * 

* 

his Kirnoyasinclhu in 7 , 8 . 1688.Hence BhTiskara mast have lived 
some about fifty years before it.Pannhikar has however 

relied upon the tradition about the Vivada between Bar ay ana 

— — Vi 

Bhatta and Bhaskararaya. 


-** « m . «*«* tm «». «•*,«»» «•*«•* nm+mtmitm *♦%<** *mnm >•» 0** -imwm 


1 ?, Lalitasahssrsaema with Bauohagyabhaskara.Sanskrit Intro, 
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Br.Umesh lishra in his Critical B ibliography, s of f ixed 
to ’pdrwam linens a in its sources’hy Dr.Genganath Jha says 
that Bhaskararaya lived- in the first quarter of the 18th 

S _ 

century .His oomaat&ey Setubandha on the Hityascde^ikarnava 
Tantra was written in Y.S,t i 5B3 s eorrespoiding to 1732 A.D. • 
His Saubhagyabhaskara was written in- Y.S. 1785,corresponding 


to 1728 i.D. ‘ low Bhaskara refers to Sivad'atta Sukla in Ms 
Saubhagyabhaskara in the first verse thus; 

Yah ca Iri §ivada11a~Suklac er anaih Purnabhisikto / bhavat. 9 

Hence he must have come to Bur at before Y. S. 1 785 .pur ns ott ema 

came to Surat after Y.S.172? and lived there for almost 

the whole of his life,, except occassional travels .Hence the 

possibility of direct contact between Purusottama aid 

Bhaskera end even Sivadatta §ukla can not be ruled out. 

C 

( 

¥e have seen above what Shri.H.O.Shastri has to say 
regarding the Sastrarths between Purusottama and Bhlskara* 

^ -mrrn im m** mm mm ***, *W mm -**• mm m w mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm* *m ** *** mm- mm* +** tmrn m* mm mm <+m mm m* mm mm mm *em mm mmmm 

> 

18. Gf.purVffiKimansstCritical Bibliography p.65./iso see: 

Mcdaccheyimitiyam &ar ad i saradrtav ssvine kalsyukte, 

<^ycbrtrvi^ 

Sukie s«uroye navasiysin atanuta He 1 i fas all asr abhasy am .* 

Saubhegyabhiskara.concluding Y.l.p.240» 

19. Saubhagyabhiskara.Intro.Y. l.p. 1. 
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The followers of BKdskarsraya say that Bhaskara defeated the 

«► 

Acarya belonging to the Yallabha Sampradaya.In the Bhaskara- 

■* / 

Yilasa Kavya of Jag arm a tha, printed in the beginning of 
the Lalitasahasranaaa»refe??to above ,there are two verses 

which are important for our purpose.They are; 

(J) Sivadatta §uklae aranlsaditapurnabhisekasamrajyah, 

Gar jsrade&«t Yidadhe jarjsradhairyam sa Yallabhacaryam. 

___ __ Y.30. 

(2) LTXamatrer itaya nilaealapurvaya capetikaya, 

Tisiatadrtem prahastam yyatanist^ vihastam abjaaibha- 

-hastah.Y.43. 

^ * 

, Y.30 shows that Bhaskara defeated the Acarya of the 

- Yallabha Sampradaya, while T.43 shows that the Prahasta was 

rendered futile.by Bhaskera.lt is very likely that the second 
* 

line of Y.30 refers to Purusottams or Yrajaraya,and Prahasta 
in Y.43 refers to prahastavada of purusottama.lt is likely 
that the words’ Kilaealapurvaya capetikaya 1 may be referring 
to his work,bearing the name Kilaealaeapetika,whieh might 
have been written in reply to Prahastavada of Purusottams. 
Together with the references to purusottama, seen byE.O. 
Shastri in the letters written by Bhaskara,both these verses 

show that Bhaskara and Purus ottama must have come in direct 


< 



contact with each other and their contact was. very probably 

hot a very cordial one* As regards the result of the 
tjaBtrartha, one should not be surprised to find that the 
followers of both the scholars have claimed victory for their 
side. 


(¥ 111 ). 

Disciples of puruafrttama. 

* 


As a Yaisnsva Acarya,Purusotiama naturally must hate 

* » N 

had a large following in Surat.Some of his pupils were well 
known scholars.Unfortunately we do not know much about all 


of them. (Me such pupil was Bhatta Tula jar asywho as his 
name indicates was 'a Gujarati. Tul j aras^ was a great Pandit 
himself .Bis lit s avan irn aya, als o kn own a-s Yratotsavaniriiaya 


t 


is witten in Yraj. It is a summary of the Utsavapratana 
of Pur us ott erne . Tula jar aiTc ompi led this work at the instance 

* , JL 

* t 

of Oovindariys.He refers in this work to Purusott-araa as hi s 
Guru,thus: » Ata eva TJtsavanirnaye asraadgui*ucaranair uktam.* 20 
This is followed by a quotation :’Purvaviddhapra&asiyat*,.etc. 1 

pi 

This is found in the Utsavapratana.* J It .should be noted, that 



SO.I.P. p.16. 
21.0.P. p. 112. 
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Utsersnirnoya as well as Utsa?apratina(this/aiso named 
Utsarsnirnaya)has been mentioned by M.Dr.P.T.Ebne in the 


list of works on Dharmasastra. The S odasagopiIfasailkhya 


tatparyararnsna of Tulajaram has been printed as an appendix 

A*- 

by Telivala and San kali a in the Subodhini Dasamaporvardha- 

tamas ephalaprakor an a ,with the Lekha of §rlvallabha.The work 
is incomplete,since the first two folios of the manuscript 


were lost.In the Colpphcn,Tula jar sj^calls himself t 'SrX- 
P ur us o 11 am a j i c ar span t eyas in 1 . The work tries to show some 
significance of the number 16 of the Popikas,engaged in the 

has a. Another work 1 ir uddhadharmasr ayatwavivec ana has been 

v * 

found in the manuscript form in the library of Pandit 
Pettulalji in Bombay.The manuscript bears iio. 168' and has 

6 folios. In the beginning,the author refers to Purusottama 

* \ 

as his Guru, ’Saputran Srimadaciryan gurun ftripur us ottoman*. 


At the end he calls himself , ^rlgosTamiPurusottaflianterasin 1 . 
The manuscript was copied in Saks 3784.The said library hlso 

i 

contains another manuscript of 18 folios.The work is 


i'iavaratnasaeakhya of Tula jar ami The manuscript bears Mo. 59 


28. History t>B Dharmasastra.Yoi.I.p.5S2. 



Mother manuscript $ 0 . 68 ,dated Saha 1792, contains the work 

Sarvai^abhavanirupsna.Though the colophon does not mention^ 
the name of the anther,in the body of the text we have one 

sentence; M Hvam samadKlBam f Ma matas. devadevasya’ iti Side! Kan ta~ 

/■ “ s 

rahasyatikayam asmadgurucaranefirimatPurusottamagosvamibhir 
eva krtsm M .It is very likely that the author is Bhatta 
Tula jar am a-- 

# 

Shi-i.E. O.Shastri says that Yenidatta Yyasa Tarkapancmana 
Bhattacarya was an eg scholarly pupil of Purusottama.This 
Yenidatta was a descendant of' Malndhar-a, the famous commentator 
of the &ukla Yajurveda.Ee made a thorough study of the 
Madhyandina Branch of the Bukla Yajurveda,and became a great 
Pandit in sacerdotal work.He worked as an Adhvaryu in many 
soma-sacrifices.He stayed at Ehasitola in Xashi.He studied 
Hr amaer, Vedahte, and iTriiSa si f r om the p anc adr avid a Br ahm ins. 

He was a greet scholar of the Uavya~nyaya,which he learned 


from the logicians of Bengal.Ee x<?ent to Bengal himself and 

got the title SJarkapaffcehana Bhattacarya.He wrote many 

✓ 

Yadagranthas and Krodapatras,mostly after a style; of the 

j 

Mavys-nyaya.He was at first a devotee of riadhakrsna,but 
after his contact with Purusottama.lie was converted to the 



93 


Pustimarga. It is also said that Vaaidatta accompanied 

> - 

Purusottama in his tours.he stayed in l^ashi for a long time 

and wrote many letters to purusottama.Some them have been 

/ 

preserved in the Sarasvati Bhavan,Be 0 aras. In these letters 

fenidatta used to address Purusottama thus: ’^ri jhaiiavatarmam 
* * *■ 

v 

fsuruvarasriPurusottamagosvaminatt carenesu YenTdattasya kotisah 
pranatsyah.Hfhen ferudatta’s daughter married^Purusottama 

, sent one person with a letter to the taisnavas of gashi, 

•* * 

stating that v enldatia was a great scholar of the Sampradaya 
and therefore he should be helped by them. It appears fraa 

! 

this that the relation between Purusottama and Yenfdatta was 
very cardial. 


icccrding to ^sl^anji Shsstri,(as I a® told by prof.P.H. 

\ 

Bbstt)PopalajT Sscora was also a pupil of ?urusottsma.Some 
of his works are preserved in the manuscript library of 
Pandit Gnttulaiji in Bombay.One of them is Mlyavadamatakhandana, 


The manuscript is numbered 160.The colophon runs; ’Oosvsmi- 

/ 

6riprsbhujigosvami^rxYrajanathajlmaharajaprasadana Ramanak &■ 
dvipasthena Sac ora Popaiajinamna... ate. ’ The manuscript is 
dated Y.S.1922 and belonged to Oosvami Yadunatha.lt has 


folios. The work is written in prose,having the extent of 





cL 

about 840 hlokas. Another work Bhakti^rohimukharaardana is a 
fairly long work. The manuscript Bo. 161 has 101 folios and 


bears the date Y.S. 
drohimukhamardano,« 


1873. The colophon runs:*Iti...Bhakti- 
.§ri§ahldioddharasthitena Sac ora jnatiya 


8opalajahamna...krtah 1 .Besides there is one more..manuscript 


Bo. 178 of the same author.The work is Abaddhavadimujjhabadha. 

The extent is 18 folioSiFrora all this we can say that 
Popslaji Sac ora belonged to feahkhoddhara and lived earlier 

than Y.S.18?3.It is likely that he might have been a pupil 

V * % 

of Pur u§ ottama but one ean not be definite about this. 



Ending years. 


We do not know when Purus ottama died.We have noted 
above that Purusottama had two sons,but both of them died 
during hie life time.Purusottama therefore gave his Seva - 


together with all his wealth to another Purus ottama, son of 
MurslTdhara who was his nearest heir. This pur-us ottama was 

i ' 

the great grandson of Yrajsiahkera,the fifth son of Balakrsna, 
the third sen of• Yitthale^a.fhe document executed in this 

i* m 

connection is given in appendix E o.3. Accor ding to this 
document,Purusottama,xvhilst in full health and of his own 
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free will gave to another purusQtts®a,sai of Muralidhara, 

^ » t 

all his property,being the idol of Balekrsna,that of Yraje&vara 

\ 

ancl an other; also the FIduks sod all the ornaments and utensils 
connoted with the care and worship of these idols,with a 
house and other property situated at Surat.The document bears 


the date Thursday,tenth of the bright half of the Second 


.Asauha,¥.8.1781,corresponding to 1725 A.I). 


Some scholars are of the opinion that Purusottama did 
not live long after that.The document however cannot be taken 
as an evidence for drawing any conclusion that Purusottama 

died in or immediately after ¥.,8.1781.He might have lived long 
even after that.Some scholars like Lsllubhai pranvallabhdas 

* < X 

and .others are of the opinion that Purusottama lived for 45 
years only.The said document is a proof against the said view, 

, because in that esse he would not have lived even upto ?.S. 

1781,'i’elivala says that while he saw the manuscript library 

of Pandit Gattulalji in Bojabay.he found erne manuscript dated 
Y.S. 1810.The manuscript contains the Xarikas of the .twelfth 

Skandha of the third chapter of Tattvadlpauibandha.Qn the- . 
manuscript is written: ’ Purus othsdanhm. f Again the manuscript 
has marginal notes,containing explanations written in very 
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small handwriting,This was the-practice followed, by 

Pnrusottar.aa.The manuscript thus belonged to Purusottama,who 
* • ^ 

was therefore alive in ¥..8,1810, 

The tremendous wor k that Purusottama has. done, would 


also require a long life .We may say that Purusottepa died 


not earlier than Y, S, 1810 corresponding to 1754 A.B.Thus 


he lived a fairly long life of about 96 years.We can not 
however be definite about this.It is really unfortunate 
that we do not know much more about the life of such a 
great scholar and author. 


) 



0 H A P T 1 R- III. 




(I) 


Introductory. 


Vallabha and his followers have enriched the Yedantic 

literature with a large number of books. It would oe no 
exaggeration to state that Purusottama tops the list of 
the authors in the Sampradaya. he wrote on almost all the 
topics connected with the Suddhadyaita school. Over and shove 


a series of 
commentaries 


independent works,he has v/ritten extensive 
on almost all important works of Ysllabha and 


Yitthale^a. The fame of this prolific writer so reached tie 
scholars of the school,that the commentary of Purusottama 
came to be regarded as a standard to judge the authenticity 
of a particular work.Thus the authorship of a work which has 
not been commented upon by purusottama is considered with 
some doubt. Shree Ii, O.Shastri records a case of this type. 1 
One work Bhagavat-Plthika has not been commented, upon by 
Purusottama, nor is it referred to by him in any of his 
works. Hence some seholors in the Sempraftaya doubt v/hethe? 
Yellabha himself-wrote Bhagavat-Plthika. 


1. Cf.Avataravadavail:Hindi Intro.pp.5-6. 




Works of purusott&coa are listed by Sliree H.O.Shastri 
and -Shri. M.T.Telivale . 2 I am giving below the list as 

given by H.O.Sbastri. 


(1) Bbasy a-pr a kas a. 

(E) Suvarna-su.tra. 

(3) Avar an abb ong a. , 

/ 

(4) Subodhinl-prekasa. 

(5) Prasthanaratnakara. 

( 6 ) Oomnentaries on sixteen tracts. 
(?) prshastaveda. 

(8) P end i t sksrs bhindipalavad s . 

(9) Srstibhed evada. 

(10) Jvirbhevatirobhavsvada. 


(ll)lihyativsda. 

{lE)pratibiiabaV8da. 
(13) Andhakaravadg. 


(14) Brshisanatvadidevstavada. 

(15) Jivavyapakatvakb and snavada. 

(16) Jivapratibimbstvaldiandanavada. 

(1?) Urdhvapundr anirn ayavada. 

(18) Tulasim aladKar ag. avid a • 

(19) Saiikhac okradbaranavida. 

(SO) Mur tip5 j ana vad a. 

- w* *** 

— ^ m MM *** **** *** * mm **** 

2. Ibid.p.4:'I‘elivala’s artical on Purusotvama’s life in 
P us t ibha k t is udli a. V ol. Y .k o. 3. 

9 m 




(21} BhsgaTstasnhirijiirasaYada. 

(22) Up ad e s as an kau ir as avad a. 

(23) Bhaktyutkars&Yada. 

(24} Yasirasevavada. 

(25) Blied abhed avid a. 

(26) ZibhaTaYada, 

(27) Atmavads. ' 

(28}8vavrtti vid'a. 

(29) Jsyasrikrsnaeearanavada. •' 

{30} Ut a a vapr at an a. 

(31) Dravya'suddlii. 

(32) Bhak t ill ams avi vr t i. 

(33/Biia kt ihe't un ire. aya vi vr t i. 

(34) Pur vamimansabhasyaYi Yaraaa. 

(35}lya.sade£aYiYrti. 

(36) H-ayatr ikir ik&YiY^ti. 

{37) Vcllabhistakaviverap'e. 

(38) Kaivalyopsnissddip&ka. * 

(39) BrsluuopaniS8duIpika. 

('46)1 rs iiiha t apidyupan i s addlpika. 

* 

(41) Oisndogyadipika. • 

(42) Svetas vataradipika. 

(43) Upanisadarthasaiigraha. . 

(44) I) vat rims ad aparadhsks amapene.t i ka 



100 


(45) Adhikaran amals. 


(46) Bhavapraka.s'i ki.vr tt i 

Shri.M.T«Telivsia gives almost the same list.He adds the 
lOialelapana vidhvamsav&d a and the Mandokyppanisaddipika. 
is regards the Lipika’s on the ICai valya,Brahma, and 
hrsiiahataplniya TJpanisads ? Telivala calls them Arthas mg? ahas. 

Regarding the DTpikas on the Svetasvatara&id Chandogya, 
lie says that they aro not available. 

To study the v/orks of puru!|ottejaa»we may divide^ 
them into two broad divisions-independent works and 

commentaries.Ivan here the division cannot be followed 

fastidiously,because a work which,strictly speaking,can 

be called a commentary may have close connection with m 

independent work or vice versa. Thus for example, 

purusottame’s own commentary on his Prahastavada is 

considered together with the ?sda. Similarly the 

Sodasaprakeranagrenthasangati which is m independent work 

will be dealt with while examining Purusottama's glosses 

on the sixteen tracts.Some of the works are, again,not 

found by me.I have simply referred to them in my account 

of the worlcs/tijatxtevexfemjsnxiiesnribeilxxxxxconnsctea with 

them.for the sake of describing them it will be convenient 

to d ea.l with them in four sections dealing with the 

.Ava tar avad avail, Purus o 11 ama' s other independent works, 

bis commentaries an the works of Valiabhs and Yitths.lesa 

* « 

and those on other v/orks.A list of the works that have 
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been described 


in the following pages is as follows:- 


Avatarav&davali . 


(1) Pr all as t avad a. 

(2) C ament ary upon prahaotavada. 

(3) P andd t ak&rahhind ipala vad s. 


(4} Bhed abhed a -Svar up an ir-n a y e. 

(5) pr at ikr t ipugan avad a. 


(6) Sr stibiieda^adao 


(7) Khyetivads. 

(8) dndhakaravida. 


(9) Brahsianatvadidovatavada. 


{10) -II vapr a t i b irab a t vakh and an avad a. 

(11) A vir bhavat ir obha vavida „ 

(12) Pr a t i b imb avid a. 

(13) Bhaktyut ekarsaved a . , 

(3 4) Khalalapaiiavidhvamssvada. 

(15) Para a v ad a. 

(10) Marti pu. j so avid a. 

(17) Urdlivapundr adhar anavada. 

(38) Sahkhac akradhirouavada. 

(19) Talasimaladh.ii’a^avida. 


{20 j Upadesavifiayasfiuicenirasavaaa. 

\ 21) 8h ag, ava t asvarup avis ay akas ah kin ir as avad a, 


(22) Svavrttivada 





102 


(23) Ji vavyepakat vakhaad an avaa a. 

(24) Abhavavada. 

(25) Ve.strase-va'wada. 

(26) Atiaavade, 

(27) BhaktirasatvaYads. 

- t * 

Other independent works. 

t 

(2S)Prssthamaratnakara. 

(29)S a® arpan anirnaya. 


(20) MuKiic inti® ani. 
{33) Dr ary uddhi; 

(32) Uisavapratiffsa. 


(33) Ut e ar abiil van ukiama. 


0 


ommsntaries on the works of Vallabha and Yitihales'e. 

* *» 

(34) yin ub hisy apr aic as'a. 

('35)h yay3®ala. 


(36) Suvarn asutr a. 

(37) Avar an a bliange-Yo j an a. 


(38) Sodasaprakaraiiagranthasangati 


(39) Commentary on lacunas taka. 

(40}Com®eatery on Baiabodha. 

(41) Commentary on Siddliantamuktavali. 

(42) Commentary on pustiprsvaliamaryadi. 

(43) Commentary on Sidahintarehssya. 

(44) Commentary on Kavaratna. 
(-^Commentary ou Antaiikaranaprabo&ha. 

(46) Commentary on Bhaktivardhini. 

(47) Commentary on Jalabheda. 
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(4$)Commentary ^on Pancapadya. 

(49) Commentary on S anuyasanirn ay a. 

(50) Commentary. on I'nirodhaiaksi^a. 

(51) Commentary on Sevaphals. 


f 52) } 


A /> 


{ _ . , Commentaries on the Bbaktihansa. 

( ooj X 

{54) Blii vSr ths d }fc.c,y on sb hssy apr akas a. 

(55) puryaal&an sakar ikavivarma. 

(56) SubodhirTprakasa. . 

(5 ?) i 

-Minor Commentaries on the Bhagavata. 

(59) Ca 3 ; atryafiy£jrthaprakIsakarikaviTarana. 

(GO )M yas ad es-avi varans." 

(Gljpsirivalsmbcmahikn. 

(SB) Yallahhestakaviverana. 

( Comment cries on other works. 

(63)M5hduky opsnisaddipika. 

(6 4) JR r s iffili o 11 ar a te p in y up an i s add ip ika. 

t 4 

(65) Kaivalyopanisad arthessngraha. 

(66) Erahiaopmisadarth 8 Sah.graha. , 

( 6 ?) Introduction to imi-tatarangin-T. 

We shall now attempt a short description of these worlss 


i 
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(II). 

Avatar avadivaII. 

Purus Ottawa’s Avatar avadavai I is not one work, but it 

is a collection of many Vsda-Crranthas. Purusottama is said 

to have written fifty two Tadagranthes; According to 

tradition. There is also another view that he has eopposed 

twenty!our Vadas. The number twentyf our seems to have • 

some connection with the number of twentyfour incarnations 

of Yisuu and therefore the title given to this collection 
* * * < 

is Avataravadavali.^All the Tada-Cranthas have not been 
printed and some of them which are mentioned by Shri.M.T. 
Telivaia and Shri.H. O.Shastri in the list of Purusottama's 
\rorks are not found. Again,while the colophons of some * 
of the Vadas bare the number of the Jada,many of them do 
not bare the number and' so it is not possible to be 
exact in that matter. The numbers that ere found in the 
Colophons of some individual facias will be given while 
dealing with them. It is,however,impossible to treat them 
all in a definite order because while we know the numbers 
of some Vedas,we cannot tkfcimg fill in a large cumber of 


3, o.f... .Purusottamssya f/krtav Avataravadavalyem... etc 
Brh.B.24S. 
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gaps that still remain. 

In the beginning of the Avatar avad avail,P ur us o t i am as sgys 

that he has cpaposed the string of Tad as after carefully going 
through the Upanisads, the Srutis, the Smrtis, the Bhasyas 
and the Sutras together with the various prasthanes. 

He further says that the Tides which ere subtly incorporated 
in the works like the Tattva-dipe-nibendha, the Anubhasya etc 

are revealed by him by means of reasoned,out sentences, after 

suggesting them in verses, pursuttoma thus explains the 

* p 

method which has Been followed in these treatises. A Tada- 

grentha is a short treatise which discusses a particular 

topic fully. Purusottama begins his treatise with the— 

^ / 

introductory verse, the contents of which are challenged by 

> < 

the Opponent and then the discussion starts. .All these topics 

v ^ 

V 

he says,ere discussed on-the basis of the suggestions that 
are found in the major works like the Anubhasya and Tattva- 
oiponibandha. Many of these discussions are found in 
Punisottama* s commentaries m those works. 


urn •—> JtAti 


4. S era vi ks y op an i s ac e hit i &mr t i g an aro. bhasyan'i sutranyapi; 

prasthanair vividhsir yutany atha maya vadlvail tanyate. 

'Prh.T.S.p.2. 

i 

5."Ye tettvadipsbJbasyaprafihrtisu cauksmyena susthita vadsh; 
pad ye tan avataryn prakatikurve* tra yuktimadvakyaih. 

prh.T.4.p.3. 



(1.2). Prahastavada said its commen tary: - 

The first Yada is called Prahasta.lt is one of the well- 
known works of Purusottama. Th4 word ’Prahasta’ means a 
slap. The rather curious title of the work owes its origan 
to the circumstance in which it was composed, end the aim 

it desired to achieve..Appsyya Dlksita ,who was a prolific' 

# 

writer was also a staunch follower of Ssivism.Ke has written 

a metrical work Siva-tattva- v ivaka in 64 verses. In this 

# 

work he maintained that Siva is the highest lord,greater 
even than. Visa u,and Brahma. This short work roused ;e great 
deal of controversy in those days of sectarian enthusiasm 

and the followers of Yaishavism could not tolerate it-. 

* * ^ 

work was helled by the Saivas and condemned by the 


Ysisnavas* Purusottama reacted against it sharply and,in his 
youthful zest,wrote out this * slap 1 ,passing as many strictures 

or. perhaps more on Saivism,as has been done by Biksita cm 

\ 

Yaisnavism, - 

* « 

The prahnsta is divided into three Sub-vsdas. .The first. 

\\ Jt f 

is Yedan t a t a tp ary an irupan a, the second is Bh/rantssaiva- 
-nirakarana, and the last’ is Mularupsnirdhara. The introductory 
verse of the Prahesta contains starting joints for all the 


three discussions 


ri-; 


The first part discusses and proves that all the Yedlatie 


tests teach of Brahman. Brahman is possessed of 
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supramundane qualities,the negative descriptions in the 
sacred texts refer to the worldly attributes, which Brahman 

is devoid of .Here the author attacks the Upadhivada and tie 
Kayavada and explains the avikr t ap arinamavada as the coo?eet 
theory. The second chapter is the most important part of 

the works,because here the anther strongly repudiates 

/ 

almost all the statements of Oiks its. He refers to all 
the authorities, ref-erred to by Diksits and many more. He 
throughly discusses all' these texts and proves that 

A 

according to him all of them extol Yisnu rather than 

/ 6 

Siva, who is the Chief Yibhuti of Visum. In the third part 

/ 

Purufottama says that hrsna is the highest Meaiity. 
Purusottama proves this on the basis of the TapanTyas, 
BhUrsvatapurana, Brahmavaivartapursna and the Chsndogya • 

Uponisad. He. also refutes the charge that krsna-Svarupa 
Ho illus/ory.it ohe end,again, ax ber the cus^tomary 
salutes,he says that there are rogues who call themselves 


6. p arabr ahm an a s tad eva mukhyam svarupam,itaraqi tu 
taratsoabhavapormoni vibKuti rupsni, tesu kivo 
nukhyavibhutirupe ity eva sakalosistrTyan.iscayob-'?rli.|f. 

p. 233 
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Yaidikas and who harass the good. This slap is hurled at 

? 

them so that they may lose their strength. 

That Purusotiama gaye importance to this work can be 

seen from the fact that he has himself written a commentary 

upon it. He says that he is commenting upon the Yada for 

the understanding of those who uo not possess mature— 

8 

intelligence. The last verse of the commentary,however, 

informs us that Purusottama wrote this commentary for 

Yitth&laraya. The pertinent point here is whether purusottama 

thaught of writing similar commentaries upon all the fadas. 

The first verse of the commontery shows that he thought 

10 


<rv 

v, 


i v/n king, vivrcis on sxj. one Vedas. The verses at the 

.. ’ ii 

end of all the three ports confirm this view,"'* The 


e wn+ m* «*■» ***• ■ 


7.Prh.V.3.p.£46. 

B.Bolabodhsvidhaye’dhuneiaye vedavaravivrtir vitenyate. 

PriiT vi/vrt i.p.l. 

also 

Bolevabodhan sJcr te*raeayee ca uikam.Prh-vivi’ti.p.846. 

S .Artsvan i etiaprahasts- hi lam Tif ilialaraya-xjrumodoya. 

Prh - vi vr fci. y . 846 ' . 

lO.Yadavara vivrtir vitanyate.Prh-vivrti.p. 1. 


P 


ll.Adyemvadam nijahrtau vyavrnod pu2uisottamah~Prh~vivrti.34. 
Bviiiyam vyarnod vadara svakrtau Purusottamah-Prh-VivrtiP. 233 
Trtfyavsdam svakrfcau vyavrnot Purus ot cam oh. prh-vivrti P.S46 
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question here is about the exact meaning of the term 
nijakrtau, or svakrkau. Does it mean Avataravadavali or 

Prahastavada?I think, it means the former, because while 

t f 

the prahasta really begins with the werse: *Sriitisirasi yasgra 
joahima' etc *, the commentary begins with the introductory . 

portion, which consists of four verses, hot only so,but fa? 

v / 

the above-men tioned .verse purusottama says that-Idyam 

. / J3 

vadam avatar systi arutity adi. 1 think that Purusottama 
first thought of writing a commentary on all the Yadas, 
but finding it unnecessary, he commented upon the Prahasta 
only,which he thought important.It was probably after hd / 
stopped writing commentaries, that the Yivrti was dedicated 
to Yitthalaraya. This view is,however,open to objection. 
Svakriau. or li jakrtau may be said to mean the Prahasta 
and the numbers adya,dvitiya and trtlya at the end of each 
part refer to the Yadae which form part of the prahasta. 

This brings in the Question of. the structure of the ■ 


Prphast.avada. ' 

’ As we have seen above,the worn contains three parts,sod 
this has been mode clear in the commentary also, *®0nly one 


IB. Prh-vivrti 


__ o \ 

• P • O » i 

4T» 9 


•t q 

ith 


Atra/avahteras trayo - Yadah. rurvam Yedantatatparyaniri^ana- 
rupah, Sarvsmulatvad asya prathamyam. BvitTyas tu / 

* i 

bhranta^aivanirakaranai'upah. Trtiyas tu Shagavato 
mul ar up an irdhar akaii. Prh-vivrti .p. 3. 
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introductory verse is given in the text' for starting all the 
three discussions. In the Yivrti again,Purusottema says that 
the Vada is ba/sed upon the Tattvadipanibandha. A careful 

/( o 

perusal of ell the three parts sj&m that except for their 
having only one verse as the starting point,they are indepmdent 
of one another. Some sort of connection can be established 
era cog them by pointing out that,while the first discusses 
Brahman as the subject of the YecIantic texts,the second is 
negative in approach,since it proves that >§iva is not the 


highest Hod: whereas the third age in discusses the original' 1 
form of Brahman viz.Xrsna. The Tada,thus, not only rejects 


■f 


the contentions of Dike it a, but reinforces the position 02 

• ' -M 

the Veisnavas.lhe argument,however, is not so impressive fcr 
in that way all the Vadas have some connection with one 
mother. I believe that the prahasta is a composite ,rather 
then an integrated work ana Che three component parts are 
independently understandable.fh.e term Svakrtau or 


hijakrtau should better refer'to the Avataravadavail. In 

C JL Qt tkJif 

faetjpurusottama himself is not •es®s£ on this point. 

r ^ ^ 

There is not much to be said, about the. comment ary, as 

such. It explains the text,but more than that it fills in ■ 
the |aps by adding important discussions. It does not repeat 
or unnecessarily elaborate the statements made in the text. 
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(3) panel itakarabhindipalavada:*- - 

It is a shorter work written with the same purpose. In fact, 
it supplements the second part of the Prahasts. Siiogk is Itts 
is made clear by purusottaaa himslef in his Prahasta-vivrti 
when he says that whatever regarding the Pur an as has not been 


stated here,is stated in the other Tada,the Bhindipala. E@*e 
he refers to the Bhagavata,Surma,Siwa,Garuda and Padma . 
pursnas. He also explains ho?/ even the highest Lord is said 
to worship Sirs. He refers to the Srutis and corroborates his 
statement^ oy the. Hrehsiasutras. Purusottama himself explains 
the word B hind ip ale, which,here means o sling. He says that 
the good should take the Bhindipala in their hands and easily 

hurl stone-balls for protecting the line of fijkMs which are 

L5, ’ 

hot only that,but he ewen asks 


orby bad twice-boras ^ 


the wise to challenge hi* arguments if they find any drav;-ba& 

.16 

in nis reasoning. Both Prahasts. and Bhindipala ere written by 
Purusottama in a challenging mood. 
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14. host am pur an avis ayeyad. ikaprasangad 

V ©dsntare tad uditsrn kkeiu Bhindipaie. ‘grh-vivrti.p.333, 

15. I-urdvijesamajasarikulanigamsksetraliraksanayolam? 
Ildayabhindipalam santo gulikah suichad ajata. Bhindipalajp.gy? 

. Bhindipala means a jevelin or an arrow that?®an be shot, 
by hand or in a tube.lt also means a sling .The word ' 

Gulikah in the Terse has led me to understand the term as 
meaning a sling. 

16. Bhindipjjla: lest Terse p. 297. 



11 ? 


(4) Bhedabheda -Svarupa-ft irnaya: - 

This is known as She dabbed avid a also. It is a short 


work which discusses the theory of Tadatmya vis. 

'/{ 

Bhedaeahiaaur abhedeh-identity which tolerates diversity. 

& t 

This is pure Monism- Suddha Ad avaita. Purusot t &m s proies 
it m the authority of the Sr i it is, while refuting the 

absolute Monism of Samkara. The number of this Vada is 

17 

six,as given in the'colophon. " 

(5) pratiKrtipujanevada: «, 

Also called Bhag a^a t pr s t i icr t ip u i an a vod a or 
Bhagavatpra tipujana,it discusses how the worship of an 
idol is a source of uplift for a Brahmavadin,while this 
is not the case with these who follow other systems. 

Again, the worship of an idol does not presuppose the 

want of intellect in a worshipper;on the other hand 
it is better from the point of view of Karma and Jrfahe 
also.He argues out at the end for his preference of he 

idol of Arena. The last verse imforms us that the Tad a 

- / 

depends upon the eleventh book of the Bhagsvat and 


: «*»* «** m* *«r ^ ****** ■■ 


l?.lti.,.. Purusottamena hr-to vstarsvadavalyara 

Bhe&abhedasvar upanirnayo i\iarea Sastho vadeh.. 
* 

Tadav all. p.23. 
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the Sarvanirnaya, chapter of I'sttvadlpsnibsadha. ie know 
from the colophon that the number of the Veda is f if tern. 18 

(6) Srstibhsdavada; - 

It is a .small but very importer!t work,from the point 
of view of the SndaKadvaita. It discusses the various 

views of causation. Purusottama refutes the atomism of 
the Raisesika end the poriuamavada of the .An is vara ; ' 

ssmkhyo..Ee gives the refutation of the Samkhya as given 

by the Mayavadins end then refutes the adherents of 

\ 

may avid a also. 1 in ally,p urus o tt am a explains the Brshmavada 
and proves it, on scriptural and other grounds.The ?ada , 

as said by our author is based upon the hibandha and 

IQ 

other works. Its number is five. 


•Jtr O 0 


(V) '.KhyativFda:- 

Like the Srstibhedavlda,it deals with the theory of 
khylti. Here the author discusses all the different' 

theories of Khyeti, as advocated by the Buddhists,the 
14 linens akas,the ^‘ayavadins,the Samkhya,and the followers 


r § 

IS.Iti... .p up u.s o 11 cimavir ac i t o Bhagavat/ratipuj an ah 
pancada^o vadah... ysdivall.p. 81. , 

19. Iti.„ ,pancaaalisrs t ibhedavadah...,fadavali.n. 118. 




114 


of Msdhvc, KamSauja and other teaohers.Purusottama refutes 
sli these theories except.that of Rarairmja,which also is •• 
not accepted in toio.In the Sudohadvaita,akhylti is accepted 
for those who have obtained knowledge and snyskhgfjF&ti for 

i 

those who have not. The Yada is based upon BubodhinT and 
does not ben© any number. 

(8) .Andhakaro'eada: - . • 

This Yade is a short work proving that darkness is 
a substance. Other- theories are discussed and rejected. 

The Yada is based upon Subodhini and. bears number nine 
f 91 Br'ahmanatvadidevatavad a: ** 


\ ' / 


" This Yada is an interesting work,which tries to provs 

that Brahminhood is some Devata. A man is a brahmin or 

otherwise according as this deity is present or not. It is 

31. . 

based upon SubodhinU and is tenth in number. 

(10) Jivapr 81 ib imb a tv j khand an avada: - 

Also called pratibimbe tvakhandanavada -it is a 
polemical work J.irec ted against the Protibimba-theory of 
the followers of 4a near a.Here all the six explanations of 


*** m mm mm «•**>* mm* »**• mm ** *+* 1 
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20.1 ti.. .lavamo' ndhakSr avadah. Vad&vali. p. 141. 

El.Iti... .Brahmana t vsdidevstavade doeamah...YadavBli.p. 16 
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the theory are thoroughly refuted.It is proved at the end 

that the individual soul is a part of Brahman and yet 

Brahman is not partite. The number given to this Vada is 
00 

tewlve 




(11) A vi r bli vat i r obhava vad a: - 

It explains ,in eleven pages ,how Avirhhava and 
firobhava are powers of Brahman. While so doing,Purusottama 
refutes the positions of other systems. This Tads. bears no 
number and like the previous one, is not based upon any 
particular work of Vellabhu. 

' (12) Pratibimbavada: - 

This is a short discussion on the real nature of 

m image according to the Bado.hadve.it a .lumber eight is 

2: 


23 

jiven to this Yida. It is based upon Tattvadipauibsndha. 

(13) £haktyutkar§avada:- 

i 

As its name indicates,it is intended to show the 
superiority of devotion to other means of emancipation. 

It is based upon SubodhinT and bears no number. 

(14) Khalaiapanavidhvsmsavlda:- 

This is a metrical work in 102 verses.Just as' the 
hr ah as i a end Bhindioaia are written against the t’aiva 


£? 

to 
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22.1ti..DvadaSah Pr atibimba t vakhandsnavadah. '/ad aval!.p. 1i 
2-3. Iti... .A fit an all Pratifcimbavadah. Yadavali .p. 201. 
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system,this Vida is written against the Saktas. in 
important difference between the two cases is that whiJs 

i 

the Prakasta and Bhindipala are offensiTe in character, 
this work is defensive.The Saktas have contended that 

Vaisnavas are ideally speaking Saktas because the ornamenta¬ 
tion^ on the image of God leads to its being understood 
as that.of Sakti.The arguments is further corroborated 
by the composition of a work styled Swamini3totra by 
Yitth&leee and by the-consecration of the image of 
Sarasvati during the Savaratrl days, purusottama refutes 
all these argomonts. The Vada can be divided into three 
perts as has been done by some.The first part consists if 
89 verses, in which the author emphasises the masculine 
character of God. The second part begins with the fortieth 
verse and ends with the seventy-sixth. It deals with the 

i 

Svamitilstotra. A separate title has been given to it 
by some, viz. Sveminyastakavi sa,v a kas&hkan irasavlda. The 
■ third part dealing with the SarasvatIsthapana begins with 

, t 

the seventy seventh verse and is continued till the end. 

To this also a title viz.Sarasvatisthapanavisayakssahka- 
-n ir as av ad a, has been given.The Veda bears no number,nor 
does it mention^ any work upon the basis of which it is 
composed. 

(15) kamavada: - 

It is variously known as JayasrTkrsnaccIranavada 


i 
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or K araaphaladiprskar avada. The last is given by purusottsma 
himself in the colophon. The doubt here expressed is 
whether the name of God,known or otherwise,will bear fruit. 
The conclusion arrived at after discussion is that the 
main fruit can be secured only by knowing the xieme of God. 
The Yada is based upon Sub odhinT, Y id vanmsnd an a and Tattva- 
-dipanibsndha. It bears no number. 

(16) i'.'Iurtipujanavaaa:- 


This Yada is intended to establish that•the imago 
of Lord Srsna should be worshipped by the Vsisnavas.This 
Yada is not numbered .nor are we informed about its basis. 
(1?) Urdhvapundr adhar an avada:-- • 

. It deals with the Sampradayic practice of having 
a vertical mark on the forehead 'with Candana etc.The mark 
with the ashes is a Saivsit,d$^ custom and so that shed Id 


hot be adhered to by the Yaidikas. The Yada bears -no 


number 


(18) Sehkhac akr adhar an aval a: - ' . ’ 

. .It also deals with the Sampr&dayic practice of 

narking the conch and the disc with clay. The. prohibitions 

against such narks found in other works do not.hold water 

during the actual- worship of God. The Yada is eighteenth 
in number and is based upon the Kibandha. 

MV «• MV *•»«•»»** MV M m+m- M. , . [r . MV «3« M '»“**’*“ ‘ «** HO «•"•*»• ««• V*. «-« *.V W> ***» V » l ■—<M» «W •»*««** <M* <M Wmv m M MVMM V> 

24. Iti....Sahkhacakradharanavsdah A stIdasah.. .Tadavail p,881 
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(19) Tula sxma ladhar an avid a; - 

Also named^ Maladharanavada,this Yada intends to 

i ' l d 

prove that the followers of Vaisnavism should invariably " 
wear the string of Tuiasi beads. The discussion sore or less 
follows the same pattern as in the previous two Vadas.Tfas 
Yada is seventeenth in number.lt is vjritten on' the basis 
of various hibandhas and the practice followed by the 
Yaisnsva s. 

(20) Opadedavisyas'ahksnirasavada; - 

A. ' 

Also called Shaktimargiyopadesavisyassnk&nirasa, . 

A - 

this is not a very short work. It deals with the topic o£ 
initiation in the Suddhadvaiia. Furusottama first states 
that the Gayatrl brings in only the Brahminhood which is a 
prerequisite of karma. Devotion to God. is necessary for 
an individual soul, and the Sampradayie initiation is a 
prerequisite of devotion. In the path^ of devotion, 
therefore, the Saranamantropadesa is required. After 
discussing this Furusottama says that there is no harm 
if both a husband - arid his wife have only one preceptor. 

The devotees ere of. various types,out of which a Buddha- 
bhakta is the best. The Vida does not bear any number. 

(21) Bhag a va t a svarupavi s aya kas ah kan ir as a vad e : - 

It bears number thirteen and deals, with the Bhag av at a 
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Pur ana, which is accepted la the Pustira.arga as, one of 

the Pr as than as .He says that the Bhagavata is a li'Iahapurlna 
and should be included in the list of eighteen Puranas, 

He also quotes references from various works to prove that 
the Bhagavatapursna is very ancient. The work is based m. 
the Tattvadlpanibandha. 


(22) Svavrttivsda:- 1 

It has been published in the Pustibhaktisudha Yol.III. 

h o.9.The work deals with the Yrtti of the maintenance- of 

a teacher. It is a verjr short manual discussing the Yrtti 

* * 
of a Guru which should be in keeping with the useal practice 

of the sect and the purity etc, of the pupil. The Yada 

appears to be based upon the Tattvadlpanibandha. 

(22) JIvav:/apsfcatyakhandanavad a. {24) Abhavavada and 

(25)Ysstrasevavada could not be traced. Over and above tiiBse 

* 

^ 1 \ 

ope (26) Atciavada has been ascribed to him by Shri. 

Telivala and Shr-i.H. O.ohastri. 

Jivavyapakatvakhandsnavsda has been referred to by 

85 

Purus Ottawa himself twice. ( * We shall see in the next 


L M. <pa *m> i 


2 


Id am Sarvsm Say a Jlvauuvade saiayak prapenc itam 

* * • 

ato natrocyate. A.B.P. II . K III.32.p. 735 and 
Ity Anvatmavadah.TS. Ab^53.p.95. 
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chapter how many of the Yada-granthas contain the same 
arguments alia even the same phrases found in other import ait 

*yyi 

works of the same author.And again, the sentence-Ity Anval^ia- 

-Yadah ,, in the Avaranabhanga coming after the refutation of 

the' Jiva-vyapakatva is very suggestive,We can ssftoly say 

that the said Yada should therefore be considered,as dealing 

with the problems connected with the atomic measurerof the 

soul; and must be containing the seme arguments which sre 

&6 

found at the places where the work is referred to. 

) 

Similar is the ease with the Abhavavada.In the 
Pr as than aratnakar a, a thorough discussion on the concepts 

of Pregabhava and other Abhavas is followed by a remark- 

" P*/ ' 

“ity Abhavavadah. The arguments that are found here,are 
also found in the Avaranabhanga cm the Sarvsnirnaya 

gg 

chapter of the Tettvadipanibandba. ‘It thus appears 
that the Abhavavada contained a refutation of various 
Abhavas as separate concepts. 


26.In the Manuscript-Library of Pandit Gatfculalji in Bombey 
there is an incomplete Manuscript of Jivsnu'&vavada. 

It has nine folios.lt ends abruptly.lt is dated Saka 

1996.The number of the manuscript is 14V.It begins with < 

Atma nityas citsvarupah... etc. 


2?. pr.p.123. 

28. f Sn.A fc.117.pp.89-92. 




Vastrasevavada could not be 'found,slid the present 
writer Was unable to find any references to it in the 
works of Purnsottama,he studied. It may however,be 
conjectured,that it may be dealing with the worship of 
the clothes of the leirya end not of .any image of God. 
Even today,there is a section of Taisnevas who worship 
the clothes of the Acaryas. 'The followers of (lokulanatha 
do not worship an/ image of God. 


The word Atmavada has been used by Purusottama white 

gq 

discussing the Satkaryavada. '"He argues that the invisible 
(i-.irstg) should not be understood as regulating the rise 
of a particular effect from a particular cause,because 
’Atroavade tasyapi dusyaiv&t.’ It is difficult to state 

whether Atmavada, here,should refer to a book or a 

- * * ? 

theory. It- seems that the reference here,is to a work 
rather than a tehory,because Purusottama does not argue 
out against the Adrsta here.One Atm&vada of (lopesvara 
has been printed in the Vedavali.Purusottama,seems to 
have been written one Ataavsda,'out unfortunately we have 

i 

not got it.. 

V 

One{ B’?)Bhaktirasatvavada is printed in the Yadavall. 

It is ascribed to pitambara. This short work is written 

with Idle intention bo show that devotion is a Rasa, 


> -»» » w «w ,n — «pm»» »«a» •** > •* <■» -»*. mummmmm ********* 


23.T.S.Ab v ;82.p.l41. 



different from the nine Rasas accepted by the rhetorieims 

The work is also published in the Pustibhaktistidha, where 
the editor Oanpstirsm Kalidas Shastri says that this is . 
in fact composed by purusottame. %f the style of the 
writer is taken to prove the authorship, the opinion of - 

P-.K. Shastri seems to be correct because the analysis 
we find in the workf/of purusottama, is found here also 


The way in which Sneha is differentiated from desire, 
knor ledge and all that, is found in the Suvsrnssutra. ^The 

phraseological and ideological similarities may thus be 
adduced in support of purusottama*s authorship. 

We have already referred to A absence of . any auprthentio 
information regarding the number of the Yadas written by 

^ M * j 

our author. It Jfuite passible that he might have composed 
more Vedas than those which are known to us. Any way,we 

know of twentysix Vidas. 

k short analysis of the Vidas,that we have seen 

j 

above, would reveal that out of the twentysis Yadas, 




SO. Iyam krtir von tutah Sr lmatp nrus o11 amag os vam ie ar an am 
eva.Pn.P.B.S.Vol.III.Ho.5. 

33. Compsre-Snebas co mecchavieesoh,., etc.VadavalI.p.20*. 

with Snehafe caiman o mariaso va yogyo dharmavisesah 
na tv ichlia.-. .etc.S.S.n. 7. 



we here referred to, four are not extant. Oat of the 

remaining works,which ere extant,twelve are numbered, 

/ 

The highest number is eighteen given to Sahkhaeakradharaia 
Yada.Purusottama himself informs us about the basis of 
thirteen Vadas. One of -them Tulasimaladharanayada is 
based on various works and the Sainpradayic practice,the 
Pr atikr tipu janavada is based on Subodhini .and Tattvadipa- 
-nibandha.Out of the remaining,six are based upon 
Tattvadipsnibandha, and five upon Subodhini. 

proa the point of view of contents,these works can 
'he classified, as follows*.- 

(i)V’orks dealing with philosophical concepts; - 

The first part of Pr aha £ t avad a, 

Bhedabhedsvada, 

Pratikrtipujsnavada, 

Srstibhedavada, ■ ■ 

J&dhakaravada, , 

Khyativada. . 
pr at ibiinbavada, . 

Avirbhavatirobhavavada, - • -- 

Bhe ktyutker q avad a, ’ ' , . 


a 


Bhaktirastvavada,end 

A 

Atmavedo. 

(ii) Works mainly polemical in character; 
The sec end part of Prahastavada, 

Bhindipelavada, 



JIvapratib imb atvakh and an avad a, 


hhala lanan avidhvsaasa vad a» 

Jrvavyapakatvakhand an av ad a, and 


A’ 


_-r .rs 


avaca. 


(iii) Works dealing with the Sampradsyic beliefs and practice s: 


The Third pert of Prah as tar 
Brahman, a trad Ida vat a vad a, 

Kamavada, 

MfTr t ipu j an e vad a, 

Urdhvanundr adharanavad a, 

«H • * * * 

San khso okrsdlBrunavyd a, 

Tuiasimliladhai anavada, 

Up ad esavi sayaseukaD irSsavaua, 

Svavrttivada, and, 

Yastrasevav ad e. 

(iv) l 9 iork dealing with one particular book; - 
bhsg a v at a v is ay as eh kan ir asavsda. 

(Ill) 

Other independent works. 

l^i » m i m m »mmmmm > * ** *•*»+»*.mm*m 1 Hmm*™******* 

(28) prasthanaratnakara: - 

This is one of the most important works of our author# 
Unfortunately, it is not complete. The part of the work, that 
is extant, includes the first chapter called Pr am an apr 8 kar an a, 
and a part of the second chapter named prameyaprakorana. 



$he second chapter is not complete. 

li short analysis of the contents of the first chapter 
sad a part of the second will show how the work is planned 
and how it is carried out by purusottema. 

After oaviriR h or ace to the God Psinodsrs{ T )&!in.s b add hah) 
Purusoitamc says that whatever is found scattered,explained 
or unexplained, in the authoritative works has been described 
here with rer*scuing. nte says that Tyasa has first discussed 

the principles cm the strength of 3obdapramcna and has tbm 
thouchi of the Prameye,Sadb sii a sad phala. Vailsbhsearya 
has done the same thing ia his Subodhinl. This is quite 
proper, because the Heya depends upon the idane. Hence in 
this work also preman a is described in the beginning.After 

t 

ex olein inp that the word pram an a means undsontradicted 
knowledge, st> also the means for obtaining such laiowledge 
purusottsma begins.the discussion on the theory of knowledge. 
This/ioil owed by a full-fledged discussion m the Eramaaaa, 
Ssbda, Pratyaksa, and Anumaiia. He discusses other Pramanas 
end rejects them, finally ho enters into a discussion whether 


Yat prameyaw urudha here sfhitam 

H opepsu i t aio ut opapadi tarn ; 

Yipraklrnam iti tanmanisayod- 

Grhya yufctibhir ihopavarnyste. Pr.V. 8.p. 1. 



.the Pramsnya of knowledge is directly understood or 


indirectly, .At txie end he says that whatever is left 

■- « * - 
undescribed end whatever is described but was lying scattered 

ip. the authoritative works regarding the Pramaaa has been 

put together here.by Mm, o0 ln the beginning of the 

f ' 

Prameyaprakarana puriisot'caina says that Brahman is the min 
pramoya. He explains the Hrstxprakriya and than gives the 

j* 

three divisions- Bvarupakcti,Haranakoii aid Earyakoti. 

He thoroughly discusses the i^Wentyeight principles which 

are included in the Earanakoti, At the conclusion of thin 

• » 

the extent pare of the wor*e comes to an end. 

Prom the foregoing short an'aly/si? of the extant 

1 

port ions of p r as thenar stud kur s, we can understand quite 
clearly the plan of the work as thought out by our a other, 

He first refers to UyFea,the author of the Hrohmasutras 
and says that le liar carried cut his work according to 
a certain plan- Pr a annas, Pr-emeys, Sadhans and Phala. 

This is also the position in VMlehhaearya’c gubodhini. 

We may add here that in the Ssr van in n y opr a ir ar m la of the 
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Evam pramaiavi says' nupapaditsm yat, 

Ysd viprakirnara upapaditam hkareBu 
Saffigrhye. tad gad it am stra mays tatbanyat 

f 

prassngiKain ca sujanavrajatosonaya. Pr.p. 155. 



12? 


Tattvedipanibandha, Yallabha has also foil owed the same 
plait. Pur as ottma thus thought of writing four chapters 
dealing with Pramsna, Prameya, Sadhana and phals.He 
actually refers to the Sadhan&prakarane in the beginning. 

That the second'Chapter in not finished can also 

be easily understood. The chapter does not contain the 
coLpphai, or any concluding werse. Again. ,it does not" 

/ 

discuss each and every problem connected with the Prameya, 
e„g u the iCaryaknti, the Jivasvarupa,the distinction 
between the Paget end the So®Sara etc. These points are 
really important end v?e can not believe that Purusottis®© 
has neglected then. 


34 


The pertinent point,which remains to be seen is 
whether Purusottame finished the work and some/its 

• <Ctg*+m. 

portions were lost or that he left the work unfinished, 

Vhien Purus Ottawa has written so many works, it is difficult 
to imagine that he might have left unfinsihed so important 
& work. The work is really s treasure,, a Roinafcare and 

t \ 

quite naturally Purusottama must have completed it. 

An a in, iranv references to it are found in his other wor 

^ -V r V 


lints Bhasyporekass and Avaranabhanga. : If these references 
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4. Siddhente pr altar as tu s&uhtnaprakarane vaksyate 
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axe a clue to the earlier composition of Prasthsharatnakara , 
we should accept that it was finished by oar author and 
it is our misfortune that we have not been able to obtain 
the complete text, 

(29) Ssmarp an an i rn ay a: - 

In the manuscript Library of Pandit dattulalji in 
Bombay, there is one work of purusottama called 
Janiarpananirnaya or Atmanirednaapaddhati.. The manuscript 


a 


bears number 150 and consists of 36 folios. It is a small 
wcric which contains, us its name indicates,the discussion 
on the Sam arrant or surrender to God. 


(20) Kuktieirtsmani: - , 

In the same Library we have one work & ukticint amani, 
also called Bhagavatprasadamlhaimya, 'The manuscript has 
11 folios and is dated v.B.l?2y. Lumber, of the' manuscript, 
is l'?6 and the name of the scrifie is Vagbheta. The 
colophon runs ; 5 Iti Sri mukticintamanaa Srlpurusot t amsdevena 
Sobgrhya viraeatsh. ’ It is not improbable that Sri, 
Purusottamadeva is our author, >Tbe work is just e 
compilation and Purusottama might have written it at 
the. young- age of 14,which would have been his age in ' 

?.S,li28. 



(31) Dr avyasuddhi: - 

Dravyasuddhi is an important contribution of 
purusottama to Pliarmasastra. The work,apart from collect 
-ing the roles’ of purification,ad its name indiea tea,is 
written with an express purpose. Vfhile the rules of 
purification have been laid down by the works an Pharma- 
sastra,for the -purpose of maintaining parity and sanctify 
of things and men ,Ptirosottaaa felt it to be his duty to 
eview them and bring them in line with. the 3ampradayic 


r 


practices. The devotion to God,thaaKS to the imagination 
of Titthalesa, has been a JBfeirly long procedure in the 
Pus timarga, involving the use of a lot of things end 
repairing %% a good deal of time. It was thus necessary 
to preserve the purity of all the utensils used in the 

Hai'isetra. Hence the rules of Suddhi had to be so adjusted 
end explained as to get sanction for the tfSfipradayic 

traditions. Purusottama makes this quite clear in the 


first verse 


35 


Another important point is also to be noted. 
Purusottama,as we have seen, flourished at the time when 


mm ms* «► mm mm m»mm mm «S» mm %V *»« « 


, M>Ai mm mz* mm mm mm mmnrm 


35, iMstva Srivallabhicaryan harisevopakarika, 

isahyachaShyantarl. dr&vyeiuddhir atra vicaryate. 


Dr svyas udoth i.p.4. 



the throne of Delhi was occupied by Mranzeb, under 
whose reign the Hindu society was always in danger.The 
Hindus who had to struggle for their existence became wrs 
and more conservative; all the rules formulated and 

observed since centuries hau to be reviewed in the 

context of the new situation that arose.Purusottama felt 
it to be his duty to put together and interpret the 

rules which appear in different works. 

The work ccntains 29 sections as follows; - 

(i) Shanpeamsrsi' imittavicara, 

( ii) Yastrod?entorit©sparse buddhiplir vains sparse ca 
ensued ivicarc, 

e . VfT~ V — 

{ X 21 j o 1 tf ',/an O' i Ul'JCl u* -** t CL -h V-a U. * t* ? 

N. 

i’iv) Ratrou aSSnavicoro, 

(v ■ R? t:c au l g a yad i j ole sriea ovieor ?*, 

(v 3 .) Patrau jcViW8Hitrtxrsjsh.su ksi.svi dL sgso.I viear a t 
(vix)Caturthadinedea rajoevalasudihiv.ietc a, 

{v i i i} P ar im i t ad in o L t ar am puna ro jeear sanevicara, 

(lx) Hsjasvalsyi asueyai•.|foraey nrse rejasvaLayoh 
par ssparaoparde ca vicar a. 


. **» Ow»4«b 




36 . Mibsndhesu vivicyclitspy adhuna budohidosetah, 
Yes bid na ohasats satisyag v-s.ta ess samudy&m&d. 

Hravyasuddhi.p. 4 . 
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(x) Hsjasval8snsnadivieara 


(xi) At ah per am etsdvyslii-iktiasuaaSdiycgaaimittaVioana , 

{'dips parse dosabh&vsvicara, - 

(x i i i) hhapav atsevayam d aivapitr-y e.kgzctaasu sa an ad in a 
suddhasya ke vs asacihetsvsh iridic kathara va 

tatab. suddbir- iti vicst-va be, 

(xiv) Tastradivissye sudahivicara, 

(iv ) Patradisu.dd.biyaca?.’E, 

(3Ti ) lieehistasa?stapatra■' ndelh ivicora, 

(xvii 'i 'unedby rsor stapatrcsuddhivicora, 

» * 

i - i I *-7«~rsr'a/’ 1 o nr 1 r ♦ h n •'t^p ,->''p*r*o 

\ *# XJ / Jflfy CT‘ dil / JiO<Lt rj 4 


(xuj iJbei’.vaC: 




"I # * *K ♦ * 

'* *? C> ii M IJr 


P JlM P V? 'I p’s fv 

So- t V-»„ " A V w * c. 


( xx } .'did dli anjj as u-idhivie are. 

(:o r i) r hrtapayiGad In"m suddidvienra, 

( xx.i i} Gbrt&pie itadraam bhaksy abhakf/ye vicar a 

^ " 

(yxiii;UdakaB'.id Ibivioara, 

(xxi v) 1 =• • Ip/'txyBsudc hi vicar a, 

(:•:>:v } Bhacuddhiyicara, 

( xx vi) f'-r h e s udu 1; i vi ear a * 

{xxv ii) Rethya £ udd b i vicar?, 

( 7 .xvii i)prakirj. : arat 1 .-.hivecar e ., am 
( xxix) .atniasu'idlii vie. hr a. 


n 


The won: is full of quotations from standard 

/ 

reatises on the subject,like the 'Siir.tis,hirnayasindhu. 



Binokarodyate, Bhagavad Bhaskara etc.purusottama tries 

to make it as complete as possible by leaving out 
nothing that is important. 

#• 

s \ 

(SB) ITtsavapratahe:- 

Festivels have played cm important pert in the 
part a Bamprabaya. We have get many works of the 

scholars of the Sarapradaya,discussing when and how 
certain important festivals are to be celebrated. The 
utsa?apratana enjoys a very high position in these 

works. It begins in the form of a commentary on the 
J an aim s t amla irn ay a- of Vitthaleeo,and after it is 


f 


inished.Purusottsma begins to discuss other festivals 

* * W- 


independently. While so doing,lie also includes 
a commentary oh the R sm an o v cjo i a irn aye of Titthalesa. 

Apart from the description of the festivals, 

purusottame*c purpose is to decide the exact time when 

is 

these festivals are to be celebrated. This/what he 


OO 

himself ssys in tue first verse. * He says the same 

mm mm mm. ^ o- #**- mm mm* mm m* <tm -tm ■"** 4 *r +**■ mw *»* *■■*> wm. o.*•»« *#*» «nm mm, <*#** m*m -mm mm mm mm mm mm 4 

37. At ah paras s van taa.tr atayo n irmly ante. B.P.p.107. • 
8. Srimad aedryacarena n prabhim Sri vittliales varan, 
i at v o t s avan am samayah oopapattika uoyate.U.p.p.90 


O' 
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thing at the end also. fhus the UtsaYaprat&aa is more or less 

* 

a Kalanirnay agr an th a. It should be noted in this connection 

m t. 

v ( , v 

that the title of the work,as given in the Colophon,is 
S&ravatsarotsave ka lanirn.ayapratena. The work contains a critical 
discussion on all the festivals referring to the views of many 
authoritative works like iaiamadhava,Bhagavad Bhaskara, 
Dinakarodyota, Mirnayasindhu and many Pur an as and other works. 
The work sometimes makes an interesting reading,especially in 
the description of various festivals. Thus for instance, while 


desling with the Balipujavidhi, Purusottama refers to the 

tug of wsr(Rajjvakarsana) as described in the Mitya Purana* ^ 

Sri, H.Shastri $f Surat has edited a collection of 

the available works,on. the subject by the writers in the 
Sampradaya, The title given to it is lavatpra$ya-utsavanirnaya- 

granthasamucceyah.In this we find another work of Purusottama 
named ,Yi jay an irnaya, dealing with the festivals of Vijayadasam. 

§astri Oangadharaji in his Utsavapratenodaharana says that 

Purusottama has written two works, on the V i j ay ad as ami, an d 

41 - 

he has commented upon both of them. ' One Vijayaviveka of 
(lahgadhara ShastrS is printed in.the collection stated above. 


SO.SamvatsarotsavanehQniriiayo yam maya krtah.IJ.P.p.156. 
40.13.P. p.116. 

41.II.P.P.65. 
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it explains the portion of the Utpa7aprataaa,dealing wiih 

, s 

the Vi jayadasami. As for the other, work dealing with thei 
Vijayadasami, which is printed in the said collection, and \ 

! 

v/hich,dahgadhara says, he has commented upon,! coaid find 

f 

after a careful study that it is just a larger version of 
tbe relevant portions in-the Utsava~pratsha. I do not , think, 

( f* 

therefore, that it deserves separate consideration. 

*■" V ,, H, 

< i ^ j 

The high esteem in which this work was held,can be seen 

i- * > » , 

from the fact that it was actually, abridged and explained 
either wholly or partly by the followers of the Sampradaya. 

A short explanation of difficult words-and sentences has 

been named Pratena-tippanl. The manuscript, of the work 

together with the Tippanl is dated V.S.1P58 and was copied . 

* , . i . * ‘ 

in Surat, The Tippani, refses to. Purusottama as*Guru* ; 

i 1 C ! t , * 'll i 

1 % * V ♦ * , * * < * > 

it thus appears to have been composed by one of his 

’ ' ' V 1 ‘ *' ‘s . *. ’ * * 

dispiples* We have already noted that one Gahgadhara 

» 1 , . " * < ' ' . , I V \ 

Sastri wrote commentary called Yijayaviveka m the portions 

N * * ^ t , * 

* V , * " 1 > , ^ y 1 

of the Pratana,dealing with the Vi jayadasami. The Vijaya- 

* i „ 

-ds^amlvada alias Vi j ay ad as amin irn ay a of Gahgldhara Bhatta 
is also based upon the same. The Yratotsavsnirnaya of Bhatta 
• Tula jar ama,-writ ten in the.Vraj^ dialect is based upon., the 


42. U.P.p.156, 
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48 — 

Htsavapretana, Similarly there, is one Utssvapratana- 

sandoha written in the Yraj dialect. The manuscript is V 

44 'V 

dated ?.S. 1785 and copied by Yaisnava hrsinhadasa. ' 

Oovardhana,son of Raaakrsna, commented upon the Candana- 

' -1 v * 

yatrotsava in the prat ana. The Utsavaprataaodaharana of 

" _ > j " i, i * 

Sastri Gahgadhara is also written in the Vraj dialect. 

/ v - ' 

Ramakrsna* s son Govardhana wrote caie Yijayadasami-' 
pratanasayaprakas'a and the DolotsaTapratanaprakasa in - 
Sanskrit. Jagannatha Shastri has translated UtsavapEatsha 

in Hindi. 


(33) Htsavabhavanukrama; - 

> \ , *• ** r 

It is a short compilation of verses appropriate fern 

, * i i. 

different festivals that have been described and diseased 
in IJtsavapratlha. The work is also called tJtsavakramabhavanl, 
It is published together with the 1 Prakarananam sahgati' in 
the collection of Yrata-works, referred to above. 


mm .. . . »«» — ~ — 

43. Jti Sriaatpurasottamajikrta-utsavaprataneiaate 

Yaeanasangrehapurvaka Htsavanirnaya.. .Ste. U.P.p.86. 
.44. H.P. p. 2?. 
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(IV). 

» ^ 

comment arias m the works of Yallabha and Yitthalesa. 

x ~ 1 ^ m , t . 

J f " X 4 t * + ^ \ 

- 1 

( 34) inubhasyaprakasa; - 

This voluminous commentary on the inubhlsya of 




Yallabhacarya is the mega urn opus of purusottama. Yallabha wrote 

f ' f * , ' 

his Bhasya on the Brahmasutras .which are taken to be one of' 
the prasthanas, of Idle Yedantic philosophy. He thus tried to . 

i 

s 

explain through this his theories of the Suddhadvaita, , h 

The j&ubhasya,however,was written in a laconic style and stood 

in need of commentaries far its explanation. Purusottama, 
by carrying out this great work, has supplied to us more than 
what was .needed, > 

The Jnubhasya is a work of dual authorship, (to the. 
authority of purusottama, we, know that the Anuhhasya from 

3 

the beginning uptoIII.ii.3# was composed by Yallabhacarya, 
while the remaining portions were written by his sen 


. • \ , 45 * - v - 

Yitthalesa, purusottama must have definitely noticed the 

* / ^ •* * * * 1 

distinction between the two portions. In the beginning of 

the fourth Adhyaya there are eighteen verses while, there are 



45, Ita arabhya.Prabhunam iti pratibhati. A.B. P.III.ii.34 


p.967. 




£ 3 ? 

J 

only five in the beginning of the third, and there is ' 

no such metrical introduction to the first two Adhyiyas, ' 

1 < 1 ' f „ 

The s tyle of Tall abbs' is terse and laconic, almos t 0 

J , T f 

epigrammatic while that of Titthalesa is more explanatoiy, 
and toads to be ornate with long compounds,and descriptions 

r J 

full of imagination, sometimes uncalled for in such a 

work, further ,h-the former part of the B.hSsya contains ■ 

violent attacks cm other theorists, especially Samkara; 

this is not the ease with the portions written by 3Tittialesa 

* # 

Tallabha often refers to, the older flpanis ads,whereas 
Titthalesa refers more to the minor Upanisads and the 
Pur anas. The second interpretation of tie Sutra I.i.ll. jt 
is from the pen of Titthalesa, as has been pointed out 
by Purusottama. ^*purtisoitama*s^ commentary itself ycsoM, 

on a careful, reading,show the case of dual authorship - 

r > 

very clearly. Purusottama has to explain, much more while 
cooimenting upon the portion written by Tallabha. than 
upcn thoffi^ e=agme&4fed,by Titthalesa. 

We have noted above that oh’ account of the laeonie 

* t 1 , 4 

46. SSmpratam tu Prabhucaraaair -akhand®brahmavadena*..ets . 

A.B,fLI.i.ll p. 169. 
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style of Yallabha,inubhasya stands in, need of an \ 

> 

explanation for its complete unders tanding.A host of 
commentaries, besides the Prakasa of purusottama,have 
been written with that purpose. Giridhara( born in Y.S, 
1819) has written Yi varan a on the inubhasya, while a ' 


similar work of Muralldkara is called Yyakhya. One 
Mathuranatha who was a great mimaneist has written one 


Prakasa. The Pradipa of Iecharema Bhatta and the 


Yojana alias Gudharthadxpika of Lain Bhatta are 


easier explanations helpful to a student. Besides these 
there are other commentaries also like Vedantacandrika, 
probably of Vrajaraja,Yagisaprasada of B&lakrsna,the , 
Maricika of Bhatta Vrajanatta etc* > 


Of all the commentaries on the Anubhasya,the best 
and the most important is that of Purusottama. He 

introduces the Sutras,explains the Bhasya fully, and 

then notes the interpretations of other Bhasyakaras 

and views of other theorists on the particular topic 

\ , 

at the end of the Sutra or the idhikarana as the case 

^ * 

may dq. He discusses the views of others and refutes 

/ / 

them if io required.Thus Samkara,Hamsnuja,fvfadh:va,Saiva, 
etc. are referred to a hundred times.irdayana,Yacaspati«» 
mi^ra,JayatTrtha and many otters are often mentioned. 
'Bins the commentary is aorebritical than explanatory. 



183 


Sometimes we feel that the Prakasa is' very scholastic 

gad difficult to he understood. Gopesvara has written-~\ 
a fairly long sub-commentary over the same called 


Easmi 


in which he explains the Prakssa and adds many 


more discussions which, 


he 




tjimKS, are necessary. 


One very important question has been raised with 

regard to the larger version of the Anubhasya called 

Hie Srlmadbhasya or the Brhadbhasya and the Bhavapr akas' ika- 

-vytti. The problem requires a discussion here, in as 

much as it has some bearing on the Aniibhasyaprakisa of 
* 

purusottama. * r 


A case has been made out by Shri.Telivala and 

Prof;M.G-,Shastri to the effect that Yallabha wrote two 

commentaries on the Brahmasutras; the one known as 

the Anubhasya which is extent and well-known, and the 

other which has been lost to us but which was voluminous 

and consequently called Brhadbhasya or Srlmadbhasya. 

/ ' 
prof: Jethalal G. Shah does not agree to this and refutes 

the arguments advanced by Shri.TeKuala and Prof.M.G. 

48 

ShastriT The important arguments and counter-arguments 


4?, JUB. with P.and H.III.i.Intro.p.5,6. 

48. prof: J.G. Shah: Anubhasya: Gujarati Translation 


V 


Vol.I;intro.p.9ff 
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are as follows. 

The title of the Bhasya- Anubhasya-itself, shows 

that this commentary is smaller than the other, which 
may be named Brhadbhlsya or Srlaadbhisya. Prof; Shah 
s&ys that the term Anu stands for the atomic measure 
of the individual soul as against the Yibhutva of the 
same .as propounded by Samkara. It should he remembered 
that Yallabha considers Samkara as his chief adversary. ■ 
It is necessary for us to understand exactly what SfeH. 
Teliwala has to say in this connection. In the 
editorial note at the end.of the Anubhasya(with Prakasa 
end iiasmi)III.iii.he says , n It seems Y1tthalesvara got 

f * 

Yaliabhieerya* s Bhasya on the Brahmas utras up to Ill.ii. 33. 
It seems this was the only portion in his possession 
when he composed the Yidvanmsndsna. It was at a late 
stage.... that he undertook.to complete the Bhasya- 
fragment of his father on the Brohmasutras. In order to 
distinguish this Bhasya from that of his father, he seams 
to have named it Anubhasya. In Subodhini,Yallabhacarya 
does not refer to his commentary cn Brahmasutras as 
Anubhasya, but only, as Bhasya without the word Anu. n 
The argument thus based on the word Ajiu, does not appear 
to be plausible,because if we believe that Yitthalesa 




has given the name Jjaubhasya,naturally it does not mean 
that the portion written by Tallabha himself also 
represents -a smaller version of the original text.The 

explanation of the term inu,as given by profs ’J.Gr. Shah 
may not appear to be satisfactory, because it is* 
unbelievable that Tallabha, even if he wanted to 

distinguish his' System from that of Sankara, would have 
hit upon not so very important a point. 

Tallabha in his Prakasa on the Sastrartha Prakarana 

m 

of Tattvadipsnibandha says: Cakaran MIio an sadvay abhasy am. ^ 

This, says Ielivaia,wouid rather suggest an accomplished 
fact. Similarly in the Subodhini on Bhagavatapuraaa.il, i.5 
he refers to the purvamimsnsabhasya also, as an ... 

t # V JF 

50 

accomplished fact. Telivsla further points out that 
in the Subodhini on the Teds-stuti,Tallabha saysjBhasye 
Tistarasyekt8tvit. , No such Tietara has been .found in -Qie 


extent Anubhasya.Similarly in the Subodhini on the 

u ^ 

Bhagavata III.iv. ?«'Tallabha saysifltany eva guaopasamhara- 
pa&e s od as adhiKar any a pr at ip ad i tan iThis means that 


mm mm 4m ^ mm mm •*»»*** mm <m* immt mm temmmmm*.* «m mm mm mm rnmm 

49. T. S .P . p. 33. 

k ■ 

50 . Bhav shop aks as ca PurTamimans abhasy a eva nirakrtah. 


Subodhini on Bhagavata.II.i.5. 
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sixteen iidhikararias of the Brahmasutras III.iii.are 
regarded as f'isesanss. There is no saoh reference in 

the extant Anubhasya. Purusottama does not seem to hate 
known this in the beginning. He knew this after writing 
his Pr alias a on Subodhini on .the third book, of the 
Bhigavatapurina. So he added the required references 
in his hnubhasyaprakasa in the revised version. * 

In reply to the argument of Teliwala that the 

* ^ 

references to the Bhssya suggest an accomplished fact. 
Prof',Shah says that When one author is writing 
commentaries on various works $imultaneously,he may 
think of discussing a certain point in a particular 
work and may furget the same thing while actually writing 
that portion of that particular work. The argument of 
Prof. Shah is convincing. Naturally, the references to 
the Bhasya in other works can not prove an. accomplished 
fact. 


Shri.Teiivaia lies farther, pointed 
inconsistencies in the extant Ipubhasy 


out certsin 
a. .In the 



there is no refutation of the Samkhya 


theory: however, in 
Brahmasutras I.iv, 
is refuted in the 


the beginning of. his Bhssya on 
it is said that the Bamkhya theory 
Iksatyadhikaraaa as unscriptural. 
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Similarly, the Tad an any a t vadk ikar en a should contain a 


discussion on the the theory of Avirbhava-tirobhava,but 

* / 

it is silent. Prof. Shah says that even, though the word 


Saikhya is not used 
is ,in fact,implied 


in the iksatyadhikarana, the refutation 
As for the second case prof.Shah just 


says that the argument// is equally weak. It is surely too 

much to imagine a separate Bkasya on account of these 
inconsistencies. The explanation of the inconsistencies, 
given by Prof.Shah is very farfetched. Inconsistencies,if 
they are there, should be accepted as such end it is useless 
to give a farfetched explanation to prove otherwise. 


Shri.Telivaia has further pointed out that we find 0 

some Sutras of the third and fourth Adhyaya's of the Brahma- 
sutras, explained in the Subodhinl, the•explanation of 

these Slitres as given in the Subodh.ini, is different from 1 
that given in the Apubhasya; hence the explanations as 
found in the Subodhini must be concurring with ’those-in 

* l 

the Brhadbhlsya. Prof,Shah says that'the explanations 
should be viewed in the context in which they ere. given. 
One important point, which we should note, is that such 
.Sutras belong to the portions of the commentary written 



144 


by Yitthalesa. 

Shri.Telivala argues that on a perusal of the 

Anubhasya itself,we find that it is an abridgement of 
a bigger work and that almost all the works of Yallabha- 

-eerya hare double editions, prof.Shah correctly dismisses 
the first argument on the ground of the laconic style of 
Yallabha. He also says that the arguments of double 

editions is not conclusive, because there are other works 

which do not have two editions e.g. Patravalambana $ 

and the sixteen tracts except the Bevaphala. 

* ’ 

The whole discussion has enjoyed prominence by the 

/ 

publication of some parts of the said Srlmadbliasya or 
Brhadbhasya in the p us tibhaktisudha Yol. Y1 ,^rof.M. 0. 

Shastri wrote an article about it * praptamlmenss- 

51 

bhasyavibhagartha f in Pustibhaktisudha. 'In this 
article prof. Shastri says that the parts of the Bhasya 
published in the Pustibhaktisudha,are really speaking 

i 

portions of the said Srimadbhasya or Brhadbhasya. Shri. 
Telivala,however, observes Jin conclusion .we ought not 
to omit reference to one work which passes in the name 

mm mm mm mm mm mm *** mm mm mm mm mmmmammm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm **m mm mm m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm * mm ^mm^rnmam me* mam 
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of Srlkad Bhasya of §rl.?allabhaiarya.... From the style 
this seems to be a clumsy attempt of a writer of recent 
times, /ill copies seen by us are new. The style is such as 

leases little doubts in our minds as to the spurious nature 
of this production." ' '* Thus,the proof, that has been made 
much of , loses its value. 


All this rather long discussion has a direct bearing 

on the study of Purusottama. It has been stated by the 
scholars of the Sampradaya that the erudite performance 
of PurusottamajijSeen in the comparative method as found in 


the Anubhasysprakasa s is an abridgement of the said 
Srimadbhasya. ' One thing, that we must note in this 

connection is that never in his works, Purusottama refers 

/ 

to the alleged Srimadbhasya. purusoitaiua, as the study of 
his works reveals, is not a plagiarist and if he has 
borrowed bodily from the Srimadbhasya of V&Habha himself, 
there is no, reason why he,shoudS not refer to such a work 


«*«**» a** ** mm mm mtmr m* mm mm ***** mm mm mm mm +m mm ****** *»n «** mm m» m* ** mm* mm mm mm mm mm mm ***** 
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52. Anubhasya with PreksSa & Hasmi.Ill.i.Intro.p.12. 

53. Srimadbhasye Samkaraparyadinam purvabhasyakrtam 

t _ f 

samiksa krtasti, saivs Sripurusottamakrtaprekasa 
‘ Udalekhiti simpradayikah. Anubhasya-ld.S.T.Pathak' 

Yol.II.Intro.p.48). 




The Bhavaprakasikivrtti, ascribed to Ifrsnscandra, is 


a. work that poses a problem for a -student of the 
Suddhedvsita. Is it written by purusottoma or Krsnaeandra? 

W * * * o. 


If it is written by Krsnacandra, hew much, does Pur us ot tan a 

/ 

owe to it^ Is it based upon the Sr imadbhaaya, other then 

' \ 

\ * 

the extant Anubbasya? All these questions require a 

/ 

careful study. 


The Bhavaprakasikavr11i is an independent commentary 
on the Br shmasutr as, based upcm the Bhasya of Yallabha, 

It explains the Sutras in line with the explanations offered 
by Yallabha and Yitthalosa in the Bhasya s.md also discusses 
some other important points. The exp I an at ism on the first 

Adhyaya appears to be critical though not.so much as the 

t 

Prskasa of Purusottama.Thus, for instance,in the very 

beginning there is a discussion cm the adhyayanavidhi and 
the views of various thinkers on the same,, Again, there 


are references to Samkara and others, while explaining' ■ 
I.i.2. etc. This, however, does not go on for a longer 
time,and after some Adhikaranas, the Yrtti is more or less 
explanatory. Thus the Yrttikira does not criticise 
Samkora in the Jnandaiaaya Adhikarana and the work is, 
on the wholfee free from polemics. The Yrtti on the 

- Wv 



Adhyayas II, III, and IY is still le8s critical and sometimes 
barely explanatory. 13ms,for instance ,the Yrtti on the 
Ted m any a tvs- acUi iker an a is less critical even than the 

Bhasya of Yallabha. The strictures which haw been passed 
again/Samkara by Yaliabha in II.i. 15,11.ii.8 etc. are 
totally absent. Thus the nature of the work is that of 
a short explanatory imitation of the Anubhasya. 

As for the authorship of the work,we should $f> take 

into account the colophons. The colophon^ at the end of 

* l #> 

the first pads of the first Adhyaya reads:...Srikrsnacandra- 

-viraeitayam tacchisyaPurusottamssamgrhitiyam Bbeiraprakasika- 
-bhidhayem brahmaeutravrttau...etc.' "That at the end of 

the second pada substitutes^Taechisyapurusottamalikhitayaffi" 

instead of SamgrhitSyanu Thereafter,there is no reference 

to Purusoitama in any colophon. Shri.M,T.Telivaia in his 

\ _ 

Sanskrit introduction to Adhyaya IY says that the 
manuscript of the Yrtti is written by Purusottama himself. 

The last folio is written by one Irsnadatta in Y.S.1850. 
Someone has written on it*, r, Iyaro Yrttih (rosvamipurusottamaih 
svagurunamni krteti srutaml* Thus the Sampra&ayic tradition 

m. mm-MW «*. *•* •*» <n»m» <m am w» **» mmmm mt>+* «»> -mm —■ mm mm *•»•*» «a.w 


54. Bhavaprakasika I.p.45. 
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is that the work has,actually, been composed by Purusottema 

1 

gad fathered upon his teacher lirsnacandra. Purusottama hee 

actually done so and used the names of his father and his 

grandfather as the authors of his own works,as we shall see 

in this chapter. It- does not however appear that the 

Bhavaprakas'ika is really a work of purusottama. We should 

not for.set that the Vrtti,ao it is*is more critical in the 

+ * * 

t 

V ^ 

first Adhyaya than in the other three. Hot only so but the 

compare tire and argument ative style cf Purusottama is not 
found in the three Mhyayas, j\gain,the word hSsmgrhita* 
in the colophon is a pointer for this purpose. It seems to 
me that the work,especially the beginning of it, is revi^d 
by purusottama,when he prepared a manuscript copy of the. - 
work,The later portions do not appear to have been even 
revised.• 

The relation of this wor& with the Pralias'a can be 

and should be discussed,because it has been argued that 
r \ 

Purusottama owes much to his teacher Krsnacandra. It has 

1 r, 

beep, said that Purusottama has been obliged by two 
descendants of fallabha. It was due to Yrajaraya that . 

t - i 

he got the service of the image of Balakrsna but the . 
profound scholarship that purusottama shows to have . . , 

possessed is'due to his teacher Krsnacandra. Sims,it 

% 

is said that purusottama* s frekase contains so many 
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passages, that are found in the Bhava-pranasiKa.If they 
are not copied out, they are, a tie as t summarised or expanded. 


■J\ careful eomperative study of the two works,has, 
however, led &e to quite another conclusion. The Bhirva- 
-prskssika very rarely contains the references to other 
commentators, which is the chief merit of the wonts of 
Purus6ttama; and even the references ,which are found,are 
suspicious,because they might have ‘oeen added by Purusottema 


himself.One instance will be sufiicient for this.In the 
very beginning, we have a discussion on the Mhyayana- 
Yxdhi, which is found in both the works. In the Bhava** 


-prakssika, the author first refers to the Bhattas,the 
prabhakaras,Ramanuja, S aihksr a, S a i va, Bha s kara,Madhva and 


Bhiksu. Out of them the Saiva,8achksra,Bhiksu and Madhva 
are just mentioned. Then follows the siddhants. The 
views of others are put in as less words as possible. In 
the Irakis a we have a complete explanation of the 

r 

theories- of the Bhettas, Prsbhakpres, Ramanuja, Ssiva 

t 

and Bhaskara* Purusottema does not refer to Samkara, 


<r ♦ 

Bhiksu and Madhva separately^perhaps because they follow 
one ox - other of those viev/s # i^fter this, follows a o,etailed 


explanation^ of the Siddhanta^ accocipanieu with the 

- * 

refutation of others* views when required, last comes a 
definite refutation of the Saiva. If we compare the two, 
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we find that the Bhavaprakasika does.not refute the views, 

* 

held by others and that it mentiones Samkara, Bhiksu and 
Madhva separately. If now Ersnacandra has written these 

* 9 * 

portions himself,why did he not refute the views of 
others? Is it that an author like Krsnaoandra should have 
thought of enumerating the views without arguing against 
them? It seems that these portions have been added to 


the Bhavaprakasika by purusottama himself after finishing 


his Prakasa. Hence he might not have thought it necessary 
to give The arguments all over again. He,again, might 
have thought of mentioning the names of Samkara, 


Bhi&su and Madhva also whan he revised the Bbavaprakasiki. 


so as to make the list more complete and up-to-date.That 

comparetive study of various views is actually added 

by Purusottama and does not belong to the original,can 

be made out by some more arguments also; Firstly ,at two 

\ 

places I.ii.32 and I.iv.2?,the references to others* views 

are not found in the earlier manuscripts, while they are 

found in the later ones.These passages are again.found 

ad verbatim in the Biiasyapr akisa.This is said by Shri. 

55 

Telivsla himself. Secondly,we say actually compare a 


55. CinKantargato bhigo mats ami idhau vidyaaanesu Praeina- 
-hastalikhitatrisv api pustakesu nasti.Bhasya-prakass'' 
yam bhago' ksaraso mudrito drsyate.Sa evatra nivesita 

iti pratibhati.Bhavaprakasika I.p.71.footnote.See also 
footnote on p.lS3. 
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pesaege or two.Let as take,for instance,the discussion on 
the Adhy ay snavidhi. In the Bhavaprakasika the views of 

the Bhattas is given in only one long sentence with 
« « ^ 

neume routs clauses and phrases. The same is given at some 
greater length in the Prakesa, with'shorter sentences, 


Similar is the case with the views of the prsbhakaras, 
Ramanuja,and Bhsskara. This,however, is not the usual 
style which we meet with in the Bhavaprakasika. It thus 


appears that these^ passages are actual summaries of 
those in the Anubhe'syepr ekase. Thus* the lack' of uniformity 
in style is an additional argument. 


It is stated that the' Bhavaprakasika-vrtti 
upon the alleged Srlmsdbhesya or Brhaabhssya. 


is based 

56,,, , 
fie have 


discussed the various arguments and counter-arguments 

for the Srlmadbhasya. As regards the Bhavaprakasika itself 

^ > 

we have to note the foil owing, points. 


In the beginning the author salutes Yaliabha and 

• , i M >l u rmyrnim imt mtit mft «h» mm mm mm * *m* mm mm mm or**- ■*m*m mm*** mm *** ^*,***4 

56. purvoktasrimadbhasy am anusrjityaiva Bhavaprakasakhya 

vrttir vartate- Mubhasya; ld.S.3?. pathak. Yol.II. 

« * ^ 

Intro.p.48. 
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Alitthaleoa and says that he intends' to sgeak out' the 

m 

, . 57 ; 

SutrsYrtti in accordonce with the Srimadbhasya; $hat is 

m 

/ 

meant by Srimadbhasya here? Is it the title of some work 

or is the term Srimad just honourific? it three places*, 

the author refers to the Bhssya* In. while srg.uing 

against Ramanuja the author enters into a discussion and 

then says - Tisesas tu Bha&yavibhsgad avauha t ary ah •. t/w Bader 

the same Sutra again at the end 1 , we have the sentence:- 

/ 59 

'Yiseso Bhasyavib.b'age prapancitah. ‘Here the author is 
arguing for the Ssmavsyitve of Brahman,, Under I.iilO he 

* K 

says that some persons understand the Iksatyadhikarsna as 

refutation of the Samkhya theory-. Then he says: Idas, yathi 

60 

taSha matantaranam dusanem Bhasyavibhagad aYsgantavyam-f 


a 


Before 
the S 



itation of $ 
isya-vi 


57.Srimadbhaeyanusarena sutraYrttim bruve' dhuna. 

' • , ■ BhaYaprakasika.I. p.1 

58-. Ibid p. IS; 

59'. Ibid-, p; 14; 

60’. I bid; pv 21*. 

61. Tsdapy anusahgikatYehasmakern abhimatam. 


Ibid. p. 21. 
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is referred to here? It can not 44 surely be the inubhl^ya 
which does not contain any such discussion. 


It may appear that the references here are to the 
Srimadbhasya. We may,however, note here that,while the . 
attempts to prove the composition of a larger version of 
the Bhasya have not been found conclusive,as we have seal, 
there are certain other points also particularly regarding 
the Bhaveprakasika. The co.lpphons of the Bhfsyaprakasa 
and the verses- in the beginning and at the end would shew 


that Purusottama himself refers to the Bhasya, simply as 

_ 62. 

Bhasya and not Anubhasys. Only at one place the name 


Anubhasya is mentioned. '"'"Thus evon Purusottarn 


does 


not 


appear to make any distinction between Bhasya and Anu.bfc.isya , 
as such. Again, in the Bh1ivaprskssikavrtti,in the 
Anandamaya-adhikarana the interpretation of Yitthales'a 
has been summarised and separately noticed. Again, 


62.See Anubhssyaprakasa; Tam Yyasas'eyagocsrera prsthayitun 
yair bhasyam abhasitam. Y.4,p.l;Bhasyaprakase prayate' 


ti&ino.. .Y.8. p.2; Bhasysrtham yo'tigudham prakatitam 
akarot... .Y.l.p, 1441.All the colophons readjPurusottaaa- 
-sya krtau Bhasyaprakase... 


63. Sri.Yitthalesapadabjaprasadavaralaihatah 

prakas'am Anubhasyasya Yitanvan purusottamah.AiB.P.Y.4. 

P.1441. 


64. Prabhucarenas tu snnamayadlnem api... tebhyo bhedam 
varnakintarena sidhayanti. Bhavaprakasika.I.p.23. 


i 
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the Bhavaprakasikavriti clearly distinguishes between the 

portions of Yallabha end Yitthalela. At the end of Ill.ii.c 

_ _ _ * 65 

we have *'Its arabhya prabbunam lekha iti pratibhati. further 

we should note that the interpretations of all the Sutras, 
even the latter part,fully concur with those given in the 

Anubhssya. Thus if we believe that the Yrtti follows the 

alleged Crimedbhasya,we shall have to accept that the said 

Srimadbhasya also has dual authorship and is in complete 

* 

agreement with the Anubhasya. This would cut the very 

basis upon which the super structure of the Brimadbhasya, 
i.s worked out. 

It thus appears that the Bfcasyavibhaga to which the 

/ 

Yrtti refers,cannot be the Srlmadbhasya. What else can it 
be? I think that the reference here is clearly to the 
Anubhasyaprakada of Purueottaiaa. The reasons are as 
follows;- 


These discussions are actually found in the Anubhaspa 
prakasa. Again the term used’at all these places is 


Bhssyavibhsga and not Bhasya.lt should also be noted that 
such references are found in only the first Adhyaya and 
not in the other Adhyayas of the Yrtti, and as we have seen 
above, there is every reason to believe that only the 


65. Ibid.III.p.30. 
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first Adhyaya is revised by Purusottama and not the other 
three. At the end of the whole discussion we may arrive*at 
the following conclusions; - 


( a ) The Bbavaprakasikavrtti was written by Krsnaeandra 
and its first Adhyaya was revised by purusottama. 

(b) It is not based upon the &rimadbhasya, the composition 
of which is more or . less a piece of imagination of some 


scholars rather than a fact. 

(c) The revision of the Trtti by Purusottama was 
undertaken after the composition of the Anubh asy aprakas a. 

(d) There is no evidence of value to show that the 
Anubhasyapraklsa is based upon the Yrtti end is an expansion 


of the same. 


Another important point also requires consideration 
in this connection. Shri.Telivala has found out one 


commentary on the Gunopasamharapada,which he has printed 
as an 'appendix in the Anubhasys with prskisa and Rasir.ilII. iii. 
In the editor’s note he says* ’We beg to draw the attention 
of .the scholars of the Ssiaoradaya as well as others to the 


Parisista printed here. It is almost a complete commentary 
* * 

on the Gunopasamhara Pad a of the Anubhasya...On a comparison 
of the same with the Prakasa, we find that almost the 
whole of it is incorporated in the Prskasa. It seems 
possible from the style of expression and method of writing 



that Purusottamajl owes much to this. Its style resembles' 

that of Irsnaeandraji's Vrtti. If so,the comparative 
» * *•> * 

method of exposition followed by him in Prakasa owes its 


origin to the genius of Krsnseandraji.... It is possible 
that Kraaaoandraji wrote his comnentary from the very 

* ** w* t 

beginning and the same is incorporated in the praklsa... 
The copy of the Gunopasamharapadavivarans....seems to be 
the original in Krsnacandrajl’s own hand,’ 


The portions which have been published are not 
'complete. The commentary breaks off in the middle and 

runs upto III,iii.53 only. The Vivarana does not contain 

any colophon, and naturally bears no date. Ve have no means 

to understand how Sliri.Telivala could find out the hand- 

-writing of Krsnaesndra. There may appear to be some 

truth in the statement that the whole of it has been 


incorporated in the prakasa, because the similarities, ere 
surely there. But even here, we find that the Vi varana is 
very short and its references to*the views of others are,, 
not so clear as in the'Prakasa. The Vivarana ,for instance, 


does not contain any refutation of Samkara and otJiers 
though they are mentioned at the end of the Sutra Ill.iii. 4 
The Prakada contains such refutations.,The.Vivarana is 
again not Sutrawise but. Adhikar ana-wise and it, does not 
explain the whole of the Bhasya. The author seems to be 
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more interested in bringing out the arguments contained 
in the Adhikaranas rather than writing end'' explanatory 

m 

commentary. The distribution of the Sutras in to 
Adhiicaranas in the Vi varan a is also different from that in 
the frakase,ss will be seen from the following table:. 

An ubhasyanrakisa. 


Vivarana. 

* 


Adhikarana 

Sutras 

1 

I— 4 

2 

5- 8 

3 

9-11 

4 

12-15 

5 

16-17 , 

6 • . 

18-19 

7 

20-23 

8 

24 

q 

V 

. 25 

10 

26 

11 

27-28 

12 

29 

13 

30 

14 

31 

15 

32 

16' 

33 

17 

34 

18 

35-36 


Adhikarana. 

Sutra 

1 

1-15 


2 

16-17 

3 

18-23 

4 

24 

5 

25-26 

6 

27-28 

n 

i 

29 

0 

30 

9 

31 

10 

32 

11 , 

V 

33— oh 

12 

35-37 
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Vivarana. 

■ 

inubhasyaprakasa 

». .. 

* 

idhikarana. 

Sutras. 

• * 

Idhikarana. 

Su.tras. 

19 

37 

1 * 

* 

20 

38 

- 13 

38-39 

21 

39 

i 


22 

40-41 

14 

40-41 - 

23 

42 

15 

42 

24 

43 

16 

43 

25 

•J 

44-53 

17 

44-53 

If Purus ottama would 
• 

hare followed this Viversna. 


we can not understand why he did not follow the hdhikarana- 

* 

vyavastha also. The Vivarana need not be compared with the 
Bhavaprakasikavrtt i, f or, while the former is critical and 
suebint,the Yrtti is more explanatory. Its style of course 
dees not resemble the Vrtti though it, may be said to resemble 
the prakas'a. My way,it is difficult to arrive at. any 

definite conclusion on account of our scanty knowledge. 

The only thing,which I went to point out,is that had there 
existed an old commentary like tkis,purusottama£s words- 

y* ft 

* Sempradaye nivrtie’ at the end of the PrakIsa b °would. hare 
lost all their force. Perhaps he might not have made such a 
statement in the face of such a commentary written by his 
own teacher. 


66 . i.B.P.Y.l.p.1441. 
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Thus the Anubhasyaprakasa does not owe much, to the 
Bhavaprakasikavrt-ti. The so-called Vivarana is doubtful 

# * V 

/ K 

in nature. The Anubh asy apraka s a is really the Magn^un>6pus 
of Purusottama and we should fully endorse the high praise 
of pandit S.T.Pathak that Purusottama by composing the 
An ubha s yapr akas a has become the very life-blood of the 
Sudd had vaiia.^ 

(35) H yayamala: - 

It is a short work , written with the express 
purpose of summarising the Sutras according to the 
Anubhasya and facilitate the undertsending of the same by 
those, who are unable to go through the whole of the 
Bhssyaprakasa. This is stated by Purusottama himself in 

the beginning. ^He repeats the same thing at the end also.®^* 
The work is popularly known as the Adhikaran amala or the 


67. Vay8m tv etatkathane' pi na sahasam ahgikurmo yat 
Bhasyapr akaiapr ansysnens Sripurusottamamahara j a 

Jivatubhuta eva suddhadvaitamatasyeti. 

Anubhasya* Id . S . T. Pathak. Vol. II . In tr o.p.45. 

68 . Bhasyapraklse vistirno' rtho' vaganturn na sakyate, 
Sarvair ato'rthsm samgrhya lyayamala vitanyate. 

69. Yedantl yanyayamalam AnubKasyariusarinim 
Saukaryiyirthabodhasya oakara Purusottamah. 
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Tedantadh i kar an am ala .but the author himself, gives, the 
title lyayamala or Tediatiyanysyamali-in. the first and .< . 

the last verses respectively.That is why I have accepted 

/ " ' 

that title. 

Shri.Telivala and Sankalia believe that the work seems 

t * s < 

to have been composed by our author at an advanced stage. 

We can be sure that the work must have followed the 

Anubhasyaprakasa rather then preceded it. We cannot say 

whether it follows the revision of the Bhavaprakasiki : 

also, though it is very likely. 

• , ' - ' ' 
j Ordinarily an Adhikaraaamala is a summary explanation 

•of-the purport of each Adhikarana. Purusottama however, 

gives the purport of all the Sutras except in Ill.iii.&iv. 

i 

Inrthe very beginning he gives the purport of the whole 
kastra. In the beginning of each Adhyaya,he states the 
purport of all the Padas* In every Adhikarana he clearly 

shows the five component parts-?isaya*Tisaya,Purvapaksa* 
Uttarapaksa and Sangati. 

The Adhyiyi IT of this work was not found by 

v i , i ] j f f 

Gope&vara,who thereupon wrote a Oaturthadhyaya-adhikarana- 
-mala himself* It is interesting to compare the two. 

Gopesvara,though ‘a very great scholar;does not appear to 

be as vigorous or pointed as purusottama. 
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(36) Suvarnasutra: - 

Suvarnasutra is a commentary of Purusottama cai the 

Tidvanmandsna of Titthalesa. Tidvanmandsna or ’The ornament 
%» * * ’* ■“ 

of the learned * is one of the independent works of 

Titthalesa. Besides finishing the incomplete work of his 
• 

father,Titthalesa wrote some independent works also out of 
* * ** ■*■** 

which the Tidvaamanda&a is the most important.lt is divided 
into 58 sections, After the usual Mahgalaj^verse the 
author imwedistely discusses a question of Brahman and 
its attributes,inducting the problem of the Brahman being 
the material as well as the efficient cause of the world, 
(Sections.1,8) This is followed by a discussion on the 
theory of Nescience and Superimposition as advocated by 
Samkara’s school. (Section 4-5).Then follows the discussion 

on the theory of Avidya,as related to the individual soul 
and a spirited.refutation of the bimbapratibimba bhava ! 

- I 

l 

and the imaginary nature of the individual soul. (See ticns6-9). 

Titthalesa then proves and fully explains the theory of : 

► 

Avirbhava-tirobhava,replying to the objections raised 
against it. (Sections 10-13). He explains the Mahavakya. 
(Section 14), Titthalesa again attacks the theory of 
Avidya (Section 15).,and the lalpitskartrtva of Brahman 
in connection with the individual souls. (Section 46). 
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Thus the author introduces the problem of the individual 

‘ ' J / 

soul which is an Ai^sa of Brahman, (Section J7) and which. 

has the tadatmya-relationship with Brahman.(Section 18-19) 

( 

This again, brings in the question of variety in the 
effects of only one cause. After answering it on the 

i 

ground of the desire of God,the author uses the same 

' * *■ > ! * 

argument to remove the contingency of the Krtehsni and 
Akrtabhyagama and to show that Brahman is not dependent 

K 

' ^ ♦ , %,* 

upon the actions of the JTvas.(Sections 80-82)The A^afcva 
of the soul is not Metaphorical but real and the spark- 

1 t , 

* ^ 

fire analogy shows that the individual souls have emanated 

. , ' ’ i, * 

from Brahman end not created by Him.(Sections 2S-25).The 

« , * , ' ' ♦,* « 

size of the individual soul is atomie.lt is discussed 
with all the arguments based on scriptural authorities, . 

t M t < t F 

, y 0 > 

(Section 86-29). YitthaleSa then enters into a far^ly# 

long discussion that Brahman is endowed with contradictory 

P 

attributes,which are Su^raworldly end which are not 

l * 

illusory or imagined, (Sections 30-40)All the remainii^ 

, , t * - > i 1 ( * * 

* 

sections are devoted to the consideration of the Lila of 

„ . ‘ 1 * ’ ' 1 . 

* [n i * 

God. This Lila is eternal and real,there by implying the 

■ , ' - , ■ / 

reality of the world. This includes a discussion on 

* A t t % r \ 

* y 

the Bhakti. (Sections 41-57) In theee, 4 sections 53-55 



are used to show that, the PrabhasTya Lila is illusory. 

The last section is made/oP the verses in which • 

r * 

Yitthalesa pays homage to his father and (lod, (SeetionSf 

t 

According to Shri. J. X.Shastri,who has written 
a Sanskrit preface to the work, the Yidvanmandana is 
worth comparing £i with the Khandanakhandakhadya of 

Sriharsa. Just as that is an important work of the 
Kevaladvaita system,this is an authoritative treatise 
on the Suddhadvaits. In"the benedictory werse Sriharsa, 
by saying :'Y8nde''numaya pi tam’, implies that Brahman 

is an object of inference while for Yitthalesa Krsna 

is an object of perception. That is why he says* 

^ </ 

'ismadrsani visayah sadi,in the benedictory verse. 

**> * * , ■ i 

Similarly the second verse in the Ehandana implies 

the love in separation by the words ’ man "Span od an avin od a* 

* 

while Yitthalesa expresses the love in union by 
* prabhuh prakatibhsvat pratiyuvatisambhedena’. 

Whatever it may be,perhaps the subtle and acute , 

dialectics found in the Ehandana cannot be found in the 
« * * 

Vidvanmandana. 

* * 

, * 

The purpose of this work , as stated in the 

Suvarnasutra by Purusottama is:Here Prabhucarana, who 



is not able to bear the grief caused by the acn-propaga tion 

of the main path of devotion and the theory of BrahmaviSa, 

/ 

necessary for the same,has composed this ornament^ of the 
70 

learned. These words of purusottama reveal that for 
fiMal/eSa the propagation of the path of devotion was 

- i 

the main thing and the Brahmavada was subordinate to it. 

A glahe at the analysis of the work,as given by us above , 

will show that Yitthalesa cared more for the refutation 

* M> 

✓ 

of the theories of Samkara rather than the explanation of 
his own doctrines. He launches a violent tirade against 

Samkara for whom he uses condemnatory words as has been 

71 ■ -<= 

done by his father. At one place he jeers at Samkara 

72 

. by using his own words against him. Eyen in the first 

/ 

of the verses at .the end,he calls Samkara and his 

73 

followers as Buddhists in disguise. 

Inspite of all this ,it should be admitted that 
Yitthalesa is clearer in his writing then Vallabha. 

+ m 

Whereas Yallabha is too laconic and can not be understood 

4M* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm. mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm «*# mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm am mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mmmm mm m* mm mm 

70. S.S.p.2. 

71. fracchannahastika.W p.63,Pracchannabauddho'si...., 

^tidhrsto'si.YM.p.56.eto. 

* • #• *** 

72. Badham bravlsi.nirankusatvat te tundssya.Yi.p.57 ' 

« % * m * *** 

73. Praechannabauddhas tu te.YM.p.353. 
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t- ' t 

without the help of a commentary,this is not the case with 

Yitthalesa. Especially when the objects of devotion are 

.'74 

described he is even verbose. One may not perhaps like 
the fantastic interpretations of the Yedie verses given by 

him. one should however note that there was a tendency 
among the mediaeval teachers to give flaggrantly wrong 

interpretations for their own purpose and Yitthales'a could 
not be an exception to this. 

The Vidvanmandana,because of the authority it enjoyed 
in the Suddhadvaita,wa& commented upon by many scholars. 

The Suvarnasutra appears to be the earliest end the most 
important commentary. Many other commentaries are also 
found. Giridhara,son of Gopala and Krsnavati wrote a 

commentary called Earitosini alias Dipika, It explains - 
the words of the Vidvansandsna and sometimes elucidates the 
topics.Bhetta C-shgEiharn Sastri*s commentary^ is very 

T f * f 

short snd concise. The colophon seems to call it 

76 

fidvanmandsnavivrti. The verse at the end however suggests 


74.. Cf.YM p.280,289 etc. ■ . 

75. Cf.VM p.293,296, 305,313, etc. 

* 

76. Gittopahvagahgadharabhattasya krtih Srimad Yidvanmandana- 
vivrtih sampurna, YM.p.355. 


s 
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the name Geigadharabodhinl,while J.K.Shestri cells it 
Mandenaprakasa.Siddhqntasobha is another comment ary, which 
is unfortunately anonymous and incomplete.The commentary 
ends abruptly while explaining section/ 32.It is full cf, 
discussions which are critical and scholarly. The 
commentary is surely not explanatory.!,K.Shastri says that 

though the manuscript of the. work seen by him bears the 

title Lekha,the author accepts Siddhahtasobha as the title, 

77 

as can be.seen from his own suggestion. A short anonymous 
commentary called Yidvanmandana?akyartha has been seen by 
J.i, Skastri.lt just giwss the meanings of words and doss 

not elucidate the tppics. 

One Sadananda,at the end of the nineteenth century, 

wrote a work/ Sahasraksa with the express purpose of 

refuting the Vidvanmandana.As // a rejoinder Yitthalanatha 

0 -osvimi of iota composed a work called Prabhaff jana.Pandit 

Oattulalji wrote a critical commentary on. this called 

Marutasakti. In both these works many parts of the 

Yidvanmandsna and Suvsrnasutra are explained.Important 
* » * 

explanations from these works hare been collected together 
and compiled in the TippanT,which is also published 
together with other commentaries. 


77. Asyas. Siddhantasobhayam visadikarisyamah. 

W.Siddhintasobha.p.1. 
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Of ail.the commentaries,the Suvarnasutra of 
Purusottama is the most important and authentic .Purusottama 
calls it Suvarnasutra or the Golden String which may be 

I 

used for holding the Tidvanmandsna or the Jewel of the 

Learned. The commentary,as is usual with Purusottama, 

notonly explains the words and sentences but whenever 

necessary adds discussions to elucidate the knotty 

problems suggested by Vittlialet/s.As a true comentstor, 

he even shows the figure of s^peech in the benedictory 
79 

warhe. While explaining dozens of scriptural passages 

he gives the interpretations of the Suddhadvaita thinkers 
side by side with those given by Samkara and others.He 

80 

also shows the distinction between the interpretations. 

i 

Purusottama again refers to the six views .regarding the 
pratibimba quite independently of Yitthalesa and refutes 
them.^’He refers to Samkara, Ramanuja,Iadhva,&aiva,Bhiksu, 

rnm mm mm mm mm ju m r *r t— ait —- —■ —■ —.mm —. «■» tm at. tarn tarn mm — mm mm mm mmmmrnmmm* 

78.. . .purusottsmas tsnutejYidvsnmandsnayufctau Suvarnasutram 

* 

S.8.Introduetory.Y.4.p.2; also 
Yidvanmandanadharane sukarafasiddhyai yathabuddhyayam 

•Taddatsah Purusottame Yyaracayat Sauvarnasutram muda. 

• *• 

S.S.Yerse.4.at.the end p.357. 

79. S.S.p.7. 

80.. S.S.p. 12-19. 

81. S.8.p.61-68. 
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Yanamalidasa ,Bhaskara,J ayatlrtha,Udayanacarya,Yac aspati Mi^ra, 


Mlmahsakas ,Samkhya ,h iruktamata avlnamata,Sampradayi kama ta, 
Abkinavamata and a host of such schools/and authors. In its 
dialectics Suvarnasutra is comparable to the Siddhahtasobha 

f 1 i * 1 4 

but while the latter dees not care to explain the text, 
purusottama does,It is therefore quite proper that J.K.Shastri 

’ ' ’’ ap . ' : < 

has given it the first place. 6 _ 

(37) Avaranabhanga-Tojana:- 

*\ ' 1 , ' t f \ * 

Purusottama commented upon the Tattvadipanibandha 
of Yallabha .It is an authorithrive metrical treatise divided 


into three chapters; Sasir ar tha- pr ekar an a»S ar van irn ay a-pr akairan a 

and Bhagavatartha-prakarana. Yallabha has also written a 

✓ 

commentary called prakasa on the first two chapters and a 

part of the third,upto Y.33. on Skandha IY.Yitthalesa tried 

to finish it and began writing the Prakasa from V.34 on 
Skandha IY,but he could write only up to, Y. 135 on Skandha.V,. 

It is quite possible that Yallabha might have finished the .. . 

whole of• the Prakasa and Yitthalesa would not have been able 

* m 

to secure it in its entirety. Similarly there is. a possibility 
of Yitthalesa^ having finished the prakasa,but the portims 
after Y.136 cn Skandha.V.might have been gradually lost.Any 
way Purusottama had before hiia the prakasa only up to Y.135. 

mm W ak MU Ml MMN <Mk MM <cpt*« MM MM MM iMk MM MM MM MM MM MM tlMfc MM MM MM W MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM* MM MM 

82. Tatraitasu epi premanyaprakarsavs^eaa Suvarnasutravivrtih 

t 

Sarvatah Prathamam sannivesya sabhajita.YM.Yol.III.Intro,p.t. 
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on Skndndha Y # puruso t hama wrote his Avaranabhsnga on 
the TattvadTpsnibandha and the prakasa up to V.135 on 

Skandha V. As for the remaining verses of the third 

\ 

chapter,he wrote an independent 1 commentary which he 
called lojana. All these chapters have been treated below 

separately. 


Chapter. I. 

The Sistrfirthg prekarsna consists of 104 harikas. 
brief analysis of the contents is given below; - 


A 


In the introductory verses 1-6 Vallabhs pays homage 

to Lord Ersna and states his plans for writing the three 
* * 

chapters. This fallowed by a breif mention of the 

% 

pramanas as accepted in the Suduhadvaita.(T. V-12). 

m 

Yaliabha then discusses the S"adheiias-Jnine,llama and 
Bhakti,and the Adhikara.(V. 13-22) .The regular Ssstras 
begins with ¥.23. Verses 23-53 contain the Sat-prakaBana. 
Tt begins with the discrimination between Jag at and . 
Samsaira, and an explanation cf Avidya.( V. 23-24) .Then 
follows the description of the nature of Brahmen,the 

i , 

Jada, Jiva* and Antaratman( V.25-30),the Bamsaraprakara 
of the JIvas, Vidys and Avidya*(Vi 31-34),the Vilaya- 
prakara of the Jivas as also their Brahmabhava.(¥.'35-36). 
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This is followed by a discussion on creation. (Y. 37-41). 

Yallabha explains the nature of devotion (Y.42) and various 
forms of the Highest Lord (Y. 43-44), f oil owed by the five 

divisions of Yidya.(Y. 45-46)? inally Yallabha discusses the 
question of emancipation,tirthas,love to God etc*(Y.47-52) 

From Y.53 begins .the Cit-Prakarana dealing with the 
individual, souls. They are atomic in measure. (V.53-55). 

Their sentiency is known only by means of the divine 
sight.(Y.56). The hbhasavada and the Pratibimbavada are 

wrong.(Y.57-60). The Mabavakaya is discussed,it does not 

teach the Mi thy at va slid- Jlva-brehma-aikya as taught by 
Samkara.(Y.61-63). Yallabha again brings in his theory of 

devotion (Y.64).From versed 65 begins the Brshma-prakerana. 

The nature of Brahman is -explained as possessed ot 

contradictory attributes(V. 65-67,71) and as the cause of ( 

the world '{Y. 68).Brahman is ever-ything(Y.69- 70),and it is 

because of its capacity wf Avirbhava and Tirobhava that it 

is manifested in various ways.(Y.72-75)Becease of self- 

creation the contingencies of partiality and cruelty do 

not arise,Brahman is the JCarta and is yet not Saguna.(Y»'?B-77) 

Yallabha then enters into the rei ircaoion of other theories. 


The Mayavada is refuted in verses 78-91,dualism in Y*92, 
the Samkhya and Yoga are dealt with in verses 93 and 94 
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respectively. While Y.95 refer© to the means of liberation, 

¥.96-100 refutes others' theories from the point of view of 
pralaya.The path of love is established in ¥.101-103,while 
¥.104 gives the conclusion. 

Tie foregoing analysis will show that almost all the 

theories taught by Yaliabha are found^in this imm work. 

He calls it the SIs tr ar tha-prakaran a and explains feastrartha 

___ gg 

as Gritartha. It is also stated that the Oita is the cnly 
feastra. The chapter however does not seem to be so 
closely connected with the Gita,as the third chapter is 
connected with the Bhagavatapur an a.8hri,H.0.Sh as tri in his 
Sanskrit introduction has tried to show how the doctrines 
taught in the Gita are incorporated here and he has given 

85 

a list of 25 topics of the Gita that are dealt with here. 
But it cannot be said that the chapter necessarily deals 

with the Gita.If we are to depend upon the list of topics 
dealtK with in the Gita and in this chapter,we can os well 
say that almost all the Sastras,the scriptures,the Sutras, 
the Purines and all that can be shown to teach the same 
thing.Just as two verses-25b-26a,90-are direct quotaticns 

83.Sastr!rtho gltarthah.T.S.P. Y.5.p.31. ' 

84. Ekam Sastram DevakIputragItam.T.S.Y.4. 

85. T.S.Sanskrit intro.®.11 
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from the Gita,three verses 43,44, and 69 are bodily quoted 
from the Bhagava tapurina.V.27,58 contain refBeences from 

tl;s Upfflisade. 86 T.58 speaks of the JTva es ’Gsndhsvad 

\ 

vyatirekavan* which is very close to the Brahmssutra II.iii.26. 
•Vyatireko gandhavat* .V.83 runs : f 


* Vacararobhanavakyini tadananyat vahodhana t, 

IS a mithyatvaya kalpante jagato Vyisagauravat. * 

It Should be placed by the side of the Brahmasutra II.i. 14. 

\ , 

’Tad an ^nyatvam arambhanasabdadibhyah*.Similarly V.61-62 

explain the famous Mahavakya: 1 Tat tvam asi.’ Many more 

* 

such instances may be found to prove that the chapter is 

l 

{|Uite independent of and is in no way closely connected 
with the Gita so as to be even an independent free 
exposition of the G-ifi, The term §5strirtha thus should 
refer to ell the Bistres.Even B.Q.Shastri admits this. 

Vilhy then should Vailabhs have explained t.he oistrartha 
as Gitertha? My explanation is just this; It has long bear 
the tradition in India that the founder of a new system 

of philosophy should comment upon all the Prastiiinas. 

hoWjValiabha has commented upon only the Brahmasutras 

\ 

and the Bbagavetapurins, which also is a pr as thin a in his 


v** 4m mm mm « mm mm mm mm mm mm mm w* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm 4** mm ++* mm >*■* mm m mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm m** mm mm mm mm m* *** mm +** mm - mm n —w 

t 

SS.’Bshu syim prejsyeya’ in V.2 “7 and ’Dvi suparna* and 
’Guham pravistau* in ¥.58. 

/ 

8?.¥astutas tu Sastrasabdah sabdapraminabodhaka eva. 

T.S.Sanskrit.Jntro.p.H.' 



opinion. He lies dealt with the important passages of 

the Upanisads, while explaining the Brahmasutras. Though 

) 

the Gita has been referred to in the BrahraasutrabKasya, 
anjf explanation of the same cannot be taken for granted. 

Yallabha did not write a separate commentary on the Gita 

s _ 

end that is why perhaps he stated that the Sastrartha 
giYen.in this chapter is the Gitartha, or it is not 

9 

different from the teachings of the Gita. 

Pr aka’s a is Yallabha’s own commentary written to 
explain the Yerses and elucidate the arguments contained 
therein. The prakasa is of course is the usual- terse 
style of Yallabha and very often needs an explanation. 

We ere also informed by Purusottaoia that the Prakasa on 
Y, 75 beginning with ,’Yad va evsm nirupatvena, nirikara- 
tYsffl brahmany ayati ty‘ arucya paksahtaram aha- athaveti. 

is from the pen of Yitthalesav It is actually a 

different interpretation given by Yitthalesa to make 

his father’s point more clear. 

* 

four commentaries are available on the Prakasa.The 

Tippani of lalyansraya and Satsnehabhajana of Gattulalji 

/ __ __ 

are available cm only some portions of the Sastrartha- 

88 

prakarana, as said by prof. J.G.Sheh.Lalubhatta has 


88 .T.S.Preface, p.5. 
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written a commentary called Yoaaaa, Burusottama 1 s 

commentary is named Avaranabhanga. “Hie last is the best of 
* ' 
all because it is the most scholarly and exhaustive. It 

not only explains the verses and the Prakasa, but gives so 

many other discussions with arguments and quotations 

to corroborate the position of Vallabha. ’Thus by adopting 

1 ' 

the method of comparison, elucidation,corroboration and 
argumentation, it proves to the scholars of immense value 
for the through understanding of both the Kar ike's and the 

I t m 89 

PrafCasa.' 1 ’The very name of the commentary is suggestive, 
purusottama himself says that he wants to break open'and 
uncover the meaning of Tallabba's statements.^ 0 

The question that arises in connection with this 

s 

work is that of authorship. The Avaranabhanga in the first 
chapter is fathered upon Pitambera, and not Purusottama.The 
colophon reads* »Iti ..... .G-osvami SrX.Yadupstisutasya 
SrlBitembarasya krtau TattvedTpaprskasavaranabhange 

r 

S as trarthapr akar an am prathamsm sampurnam. 1 We should also 
note that in the Suvarnasutra Purusottama refees to this 

89. T.S.?re%ie . p.8. * ' 

90. Yivecayann asayam atra Tattva- 
Dipaprakasavaranam bhsnajmi. 

T.S.A8,Intro.Yerse,4. 

% 
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91 

work as a composition of his father. The Sampradayic 

) 

tradition however records that Purusottama,out of respect 

Y < * 

to his elders,passed on some of his works to them 'and this 

is one such case. We shall thus have to depend upon the, 

t . * 

* r / ' 

internal evidence for the authorship. The last Terse of 

- , f 

the commentary reads* 

Bbagavata ilia saktya Tattvadipaprakasa- 

faranabharaviohange prakriyaaya samapnot. ’ * 

* 

It shows that the author planned to write a commentary on 

all the three chapters.That on the second and third is 
written by Purusottama, so we would naturally conclude 
that purusottama wrote the commentary on the first chapter 

also. It may be argued that Pitambara might not have been 

able to finish all the three, and the second and the 
third might have been left to Purusottama, but it is 

difficult to understand- why in that case Purusottama does 
not state a single word for it. In .the, last verse of, the 
commentary on the second chapter', it is said that the 
Avaransbhsnga has been finished even on this chapter, 


93. Tad asmatpitrcarsnair Avar an abiiange samyak pradsrsitam 
iti neha prspancyate. S. S.p.340, 

9.2. T.S.Ab.p.168. 
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because of, the merciful glances of the Highest Lord. 

' • . ’ - ‘ . ' • ' ’ *‘ /< 

She'force of the word *api f is a pointer , to the single , 
authorship with regard to both the chapters., - 

* i, * * j 1 i i 

Further, the remarkable characteristics,of 

‘ 

^ - i ‘ 1 

\ Purusottama’s.comparative style arid & treatment are . 

I L i 1 1 * 

found in the Avaranabhanga on the %a 3 trarthaprakarana. 

" , l 

/ t r 4 

The same style is seen in the Jvaranabhanga. on other 

two chapters and in other works of Purusotiama. We, 

94 

find here references to purusotiama 1 s own-works, 
leader ?. 53 the author discusses that the individual 

i \ j * 

t K* 

soul is atomic and not pervasive. At. the end of the 

95 

discussion he says :*Ity Anvatmavadah.* Purusotiama 

is said to have written a Yada dealing with that (topic. 

' r * % . * * * \ 

-* I 

TMer ?.57-58 there is a discussion on the nature of 
an image and a refutation of all the six theories of 

*M!£a ^ am ^ ticp vrttr* iftff «m» mm mm mm mm mm Hmm* mam*** mmmm mm***mm mm mm Mm * 

93. Yat tasya purnaih karunakatakssih 
p urn o' bhavat Sarvavinirnaye pi 
.. • .Ayaraaasya bhangah. T.Sn.Ab.p.232. 

, 94. See T.S. Ab.Prahasta and Bh indipala are referred to 
cn p.48;Prasthanarathikara on p.94,95,97,125. 

. ’Andhakaravada cm p.126;Tapaniya-prakasa on p,136,146j 

4 - f \) 1 

" * t 

commentary on Gaudapada’s ESrifeas on p. 158, 

95. T.S.Ab.p .95. 
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Pratibimba of the JIva. The same discussion is found . 
almost bodily in the pratibimbavada and the Jiva- 
pr a t ib imb a t va kh and an avid a, b o th of which are written by 
Purusottama. All these arguments,as also the phraseological 
end ideological similarities that thma work bears with 
the other^ works of Purusottama,lead us definitely to 
believe that the work is actually written by Purusottama 
and dedicated to his father by writing his father’s name 

4 

as the author. 

Chanter,II. 

The second chapter,Sarvanirnaya,is fairly longer than 
the first. It has 329 verses. It has four sections,the 

Pramana(T. 1-83), the Praraeya(Y.84-184) ,the Phala(Y. 185- 294), 

and the SIdhana(Y. 295-329). We may analyse the eon teats 

as follows;- 

(a)Pramanaprakarana: The first 32 verses deal with the 
Yedie Literature viz.the §rutis.He gives a general 

interpretation of the pUrva and the Uttara Kindas. 

Yerses 33-48 deal with the Srortis,their importance, 

their contents,their basis,their authority in realticn 

to the Ssmtis and their purpose. The subject matter <£ 

verses 49-71 is the Purehas.,their subject matter,their 

number, their relative authority in respect to the 

fenutis.and Smrtis,their divisions according to the 

* * 
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Kalpss etc. Just as the Gita is the leading Soirti,the . 
Bhagavsta is the foremost among the P arenas. The six 
Ved sagas are touched upon in vehses 72-78,the Opavedas 
in Y. 99,the Isvyas *n Y.80,Ramayan& in Y.81,the 
Ya^istharemayana and other works in Y.82-83. 


(b)prameyspraksrana:Hari is the only praaeya,for 

, * i „ 

\ y 

the sake of convenience it may be understood in three 

forms.(Y.84-85)The causal form has 88 elements, but the 

*6 _ 

causality is only of the Sat and not cit or ananda. 
(Y.86-8?) The effect form .is manifoia.(Y.88)The Swarupa 

x 

is fthree-fold. Its description and praafanas are given in 

* 

* 

Y*89-98. The.effects are many end need not be enumerated. 

A * 

% 

i 

(Yj93)Yallabha mentions 28 elements and says that the,: 

✓ 

Idlfyatmika is the same as the Jdhidaivika;and the 

*■ 

■A 

Maya etc are not separate categories* (Y*94-97) .Yallabha • 

then explains : the Aksara(Y*98~ 108) $iiala(y* 109),Karma 
(Y.11G&112) and Svabhava and the theory of Avirbhava* 

Tirobhava.(Y* 113-116)The Abhavas cannot be included'in the 

} 

causal form(Y*117)The effects sre than discussed with 
their classification*(Y*118-119)With all this there is 

' i t , 

complete unity in all these forms.(Y*120)There is a 
discussion on the Adhidaivika,Adhyatmika and 
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Adhibhautika. (V. 121-134)Vallabha then explains, the Jnana 
and Kriya(V.135)He refutes the theory of Pratibimba(V.136), 
end describes the Vriti of BuddhijJnaha-Phsla etcv(V. 137-139)* 
Then follows an explanation of the theory of Avirbhava- 

Tirobhav8.(T.140-145)The Prakarabhedes do not pose any 
problea.(Y. 146) Ordinary perception is not a Pramana but only 

the Vedas should be depended upon.(Y.147-149)Even the Yedas 
are Prameya.(V.15G)Here Yallabha enters into a discussion 
on the h amaprapaKc a. (V. 151-161)He refers to the Puranas, 
the poems of Kelid'asa etc. (Y. 162-163)Only that whibh 
cancers with the Vedas should be accepted as Pramana(V. 16 4-165) 
Then $$ follows the problem of Ysrnanityatva eto.(Y. 166-176). 

Irsna alone is the fravartaka and not the words. (V177-182) 

*• * •> 

Verses 183-184 conclude this section. 


(c)phalaprakarana:At first is giyen the Phaia according 
to the dharma of men, belonging to a particular warns and 
a particular alrama.(V. 185-195) Then the author touches the 
point of Bhskti. (Y. 196-19 7) lallabha discusses the Sadyoeukti 
and Irawamukti according to the Samkhya and Yoga.(Y. 198-207); 
and says -that there is only hell for those who do not follow 


the path laid down by the Yedas. (Y.200-214)So only the 
Bhagavatamarga should be adhered to(V.215-216).The fruit 


for those who are born sudras is explained.(Y.217)Yallabha 
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speaks of the fruit in the Bhsktimarga first (¥.218-219) and 

then in all the remaining paths. (¥.220-223)He then tell*f 
us about the Sattvikas, their Our us,hew they should worship, 
their connections in the family, the tirthas etc.(¥.224-285) 
He then shows the phala in the harmemarga,the worship of 
other Oods etc.(¥.256-273)11© explains the result in the 

Ssiakhya and Yoga(Y.274-276)$the feta (¥.277-285). The 

explanation of sukha and duhkba follows; -(¥.286-292)The 
Bhoktr is treated at the end. (¥.293-894). 


(d)Sadhaasprckarsne:-. The chapter begins with an 
explanation of and a discussion on the Jnana as the >aeans 
of .liberation. (¥.295-302)Bhakti is stated to be the best. 

I r 

( Y. 30'3-307) Other Sadhanas are not helpful, (¥.308-311) 

Vailabha again discusses Jnana and Bhakti and finally says 
that ’Lowe* is Highest.(¥.312-328)The last Terse (¥.329)is 
just a conclusion indicating the next chapter. 


The foregoing analysis will show that the chapter is 
carefully piannen snu written. It contains Yallgbh.a*s views 
on many points which are not touched upon in other works. 


Purusottama has enriched the work with his scholarly 
commentary. He informs of that the passages from £ Yad T ukfe am 
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_ m _ 97 

kinca.tannirupanair and * Atre&am.sadhikat. are 

added in. the Prakasa by Titthalela. 

* # 

* J *<. 

Chan ter. Ill, 

m 

This chapter called the Bhag avatar thapr akar an a contains 
1920 Verses divided into 12 chapters according to the 12 

Skandhas of the Bhagavatapurana. Valiabha gives in this work 
a summery exposition of the meaning of the BKigavata. He says 
that the meaning has to be understood in seven ways: (i) the 
Sastra, (ii) the Skandha,(iii)Tb.e prakarana,(iv)®ie A&hyiya, 

QP 

(v) The Vskya, (vi) The p ad a, and (vi i) The Aksara. ‘In the 
chapter,under eensider-e tion,Veilabha explains the Bhagavata 
from the first four points of view. It is thus something 

* 

like an. independent interpretation of the Purina,while 

i 

Subodhinx is a regular commentary. 


Vail abha wrote his pratcasa on the ksrikas only up to 

karika S3 on Skandha IV. The work of finishing the Prakasa 

ms undertaken by Vitthalese. purusottama informs us of this 

when he says*. * It ad an tam Srlmadaearyaih krta vylkhya, e tai 

__ 99 

agre prabhaviya . 1 There are ether proofs also for this. 


96. T.S».Ab.p.24. 

97. T.Sn.Ab.p.114. 

98. T.Bh.V. 2. 


99.T.Bh.Ab.p.170. 




The Prakasa on ¥.6 reads; •Tattvesu sarvesam asaktyabhavaya 
loaryeih «L- <* 

Aearya found here shows definitely that Yallabha has not 
written it.Similar mention is also found in the Prakasa cm 

V . 132.$ 3 


Even Vitthalesa oould not finish the Praiiosa.He could 

go only up to Y.135.So, from Y.136 Purusottama himself began 

, . _ . - 102 ■ • • 

ins $03 ana. 


Purusottama’s Ivaranabhanga in this chapter is not so 

long but is comparatively short. 'The reason perhaps is that 

there ere not many discussions in this chapter,which explains 

only one work. His Yojaiii is more extensive,because here he 

explains the karikas and he has no Prakasa to comment upon. 

He begins his Yojahi with a separate 1 .engala and says that 

103 

the Tojsna was shown to him by prebhucarena. ' 'It is very 
likely that there might have been some sj^ort of traditional 
explanation of the unexplained verses handed dam orally by 


100. T.Bh.P.p.251. 

101. Tarhy Icaryair adholokamaneja kuto noktam iti ced...etc. 

T.Bh.P.p.305. 

lOB.Iyad avadhy eva Prabhuearena nibandha® PrakTksiiavantah. 

T.Bh.Ab.p.307. 

103.Cf.Iti Srimatprabhucar-snaih Purusottamasya darsita ... 

in all the colophons. 


libendhayojana.... 
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Titthaless and bis sons and purusoctama might hove 
* + 

incorporated it in his Yojana. 

/ 

It will not bo out of place here to consider the inter¬ 
relation of the three chapters. Yallabha says in the 
beginning of the first chapter that he will compose the 
Sistra/rtha,Sarvenirnaya and Bhaga^atarthe chapters. 

He explains the term Sastrartha as the GY firth a in his 

* * t 

Brakesa. As for the second chapter,Purusottama says that 
it is the lirnaya or decision of t llG knowledge and the 
like as means of liberation,and of the things as found in. 


the world,such as this is of this nature,this is,the fruit 

105 

or means of this etc." Yallabha also says that the second 

chapter is for removing the asambhavaha and viparltabhavans. 
The Sastrartha is a smaller chapter and so the Bhagavatartha 


is for its vistara. Purusottama says that the Sattvikas 


► 

are of. various kinds,those who are bent upon the pramana 
are satisfied with the first,while the second chapter is 


104. T,S.Y.5.p.30-32. 

105. JnSaader moksassdhanaaiargasya ibrapancikidipadar thaja tasya 
Va yo' yam nirnayah, idem evamrupam evambliutaphalasadhanam 

iti nibcaysh,sajjarikar*ah svarupani&cayo va« 

T.S.Ab.p. 30-31. 
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for those who prefer the pramey a arid for whom asambhavana 

3 06 

is possible." in the Prakasa an the last verse,Vailabha 

\ 

says that he has explained the ISastrlrtha by taking 

recourse to the pramaaabala,and now he will speak out the 

107 

Servsnirnaya by resorting to the praroeyabala, purusottama’s 
explanation here is almost the same as given above, thoigh 
here he adds an explanation of the Pramsnabala and 
Prameyabala.In the Ivarsnabhanga on the second chapter, 
Purusottarna explains in the beginning the sahgati and the 
purpose of this chapter at some length. He explains how 

the Asambliavanla and Viperitabhavana are possible.Thus for 
instance,the Srutiprsmana cannot prove something which is 
contradicted by perception. What again of the Smrtis? 

.Again,when the scriptural authority is established whstabout 

their teaching? Is everything entirely one with Brahman 
or has Brahman something more than the divas? So many 
Sadhanas have been taught,why then accept devotion only? 
What is the difference in the fruits obtained by pursuing, 
various Sadhanas? All these questions would naturally 

43. <a» •> om >v* 4> mm *m mm «• <m mm mm mm mm M* mm mm mm mm mm, mm mm at* mm mm mm mm **t mm mm mm mm mm> mm mm mm ••> mb mm mm «•••*•» mm mm mm mm mm mm mmtm 

106. T.S.Ab.p,38-33. 

107. Pramanabalam a.sritya sastrartho vinirupitah; 
Prameyabalam asritya sarvanirnsya ucyate. 


T.S.P.p. 168 
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arise, to those who are of Mediocre intelligence or who are dull. 

M for those who are wise,such decisions as of these questions 

108 

would just reinforce the theories in their minds. 


The connection of the third chapter with the second is 
easilj' found out by Ysllabha, Yellabha ends his second chapter 
with a discussion on the prsras—bhskti.By knowing the meanjfing 

i 

of the Bhagvata alone,such devotion can arise.If the Bhagavata- 

rtha is not understood or is wrongly understood,there can be 

no Bhakti.Hence Ysllabha finds out a remedy for this end 

x 109 

explains the Bhagavata. 

To a modern reader,the distinction between the Pramanabala 
and the Premeyabala is a Iso between the U11 alls on the one hand 
and the Madhyama and Isnda on the other may not have a strsn^ 
appeal.Both the chapters may be taken quite independently. 

Some of the questions that may arise in the first chapter and 
that are not answered in it are found in the second.The seccnd 


108. T.Sa.Ab.p.1-2. 

109. ferlbhagavstatai&vartham ato vaksye suniscitam 
YajjSanat par am a pritih krsnah slghram phalisyati. 

' T.Sn.Terse.329.See also: 

Bhagavatarthe ajfiate, anyathajnate ca bhaktir na bhavatiti 
Mhikare' jate phalam na bhavisyatiti may/opayah kriyate 
Tattvartho vivieyocyate. T.Sn.P.p.231, 




chapter is definitely more elaborate and goes into the 
details of various problems.There are however certain 

f 

points in the first chapter,which are not found in the 

* 

second.Thus for instance the Jagat-samsara-bheda,the 
Jiva-par imana,and the whole question about the individual 
sould-ali these is not touched upon in the second chapter, 

, * i 

Thus the chapters mutually supply the missing links of 

l * " * t 

one another. Sven then, >tV they are independently under* 
standable, 

i 

Similarly the third chapter is also something like 
a long appendage very loosely connected with the first - 
two chaptens.while the first two chapters are of the 
nature of an independent composition,the last is a summary 
as also an in tenure tat ion of one particular work.' If we 
hsve to take into account the connection of chapters II, 
III as given by ?allabha,we can say that the summary-cua- 

interpretation of any of the prasthsnas can be easily • 
tagged on with these chapters and connections can be,fcund 
out. The work is thus not an integrated whole,but a 

composite one made up of three independent units. 

(38) S od as spr akaran agr an tb as ahg ati: 

Before dealing with this work we may make some 

f f 

preliminary observations,regarding purusottama’s 
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commentaries cm the sixteen^ tracts* Yallabha’s sixteen 
tracts known as the Sodasagranthas have remained very 
■popular among the followers of PttStimaPga.Pursuttoma is 
said to have, commented upon all of them. I have not however 

been able'to trace all the.commentaries,and I doubt whether 

T *• y T ’ T * 

he actually wrote Yivrtis on all of them.‘Thus for instance 
in the Introduction to the Yivekadhairyisraya, the 

. 1 1 ; i ') , 1 r 

Editor Shri.C.H.Shastri says that only four commentaries 

» > i, i ’ ' {■* 1 ' * ! v i 

are available .an this work,those of Gopisa,(?okulotsava, 
Ragliunstha and fra jar ay a. A s Shri.Shs.stri'had at his 

disposal a good deal of manuscript-literature,! don not 

/ t «. J v 

thiafe we should doubt his statement. It is very likely 
therefore that Purueottema did not commend upon all the 

* r ' 1 ^ * i 1 * 

sixteen tracts. Before however taking a short notice of 
the tracts and Purusottama* s commentaries upon them,we 
.should note one independent article,not even a work of 
purusottama, 

/ * t 

In the pustibhaktisudhi Voi.YJ 0.8-9 is, printed tie 

SodaBssrskaransgranffianaB sahgatih of Purusottama.A 

similar Sahgati is also printed in the,collection of 

"110 

Yrata-works,edited by Shri.C.H.Shastri,-Surat. Here . 

purusottama has explained the inter relation-not the 
chronological order-of these tracts in two ways.The 

llO.U.P.p.52. ‘ • 




Lord of the world has ordered devotion to Xrsna by mind, 
speech end body. After explaining the removal of sins and 
love to Mak and a in the (lRamunsstaka, and deciding the 
'sastrarthe in the (S)Belabbdha,devotion -as' a principle is 
expounded in the (3)Siddhintamuktavall.Devotion is two¬ 
fold, ex tern si and internal.For the former it is necessary 
to maintain the purity of the external objects as taught' 
•by the leery a in the (4) K iddhsn t ar ah asy a. F or the internal 

demotion purity end steadiness of mind are required.The 

/ 

, " l J 

(5)Mavsrataa and the {6}Ant ahkaranaprabodha are for 
teaching this.'The { 7) Vive ksdhairyasr ay a .describes both 
the types of devotion. The (8)Krsnasrsya makes our 
dependence on iirsna steady,while the(9)Gatuhsloki explains 

^ % * + * t 

is 

in short the sarvanigaiaana. This/f allowed by the(IO) 

P u s t i-pr avab a - m aryid a- gr an th a which expounds .the three 
different paths.Devotion begins with this and its 
increase is told in the {ll)Bhaktivardhim,Bh8jana 
requires the speaker and the hearer,for which-we have : 

the (12} Jai&blieda and the (13)Bhaktalakssna.(Is it 
Pancapady a? Renunciation is determined in the (14) 

Sarny assnirnaya.Then comes the (15)hirodhalaksana which 
tells of ’Bhavo bhavsnaya siddhsh*- .Finally we have the 

(16)Sevaphala. 
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Another way of understanding the inter-relation of hie se 
works is this: The(l)Iaauhistaka is the first followed by the 
(2)Balabodha for acquiring the Svarupayogya ta.S vakiyata being 

1 t i 

established, one# s own way is preached in the (3)Siddhanta¬ 
rn uktavail.For a description of the. Jiva in that path,the 
teacher has written , the (4)pustipraTahamar.yada. , Ihis is fdlow- 

-ed by a desire to know the duties 'which are told in the 

\ 

(5)Siddhahtarahaaya,taught by the Lord himself. Then comes 
the $6)Be.varatna to remove the worry as to whether or not the 
Lord has accepted the Jiva.Ihe antaropadesa is taught in the 


(7)Antahkaranaprabodha and the tqdangopadesa in the (8)Viveka- 

i 

dhairyasraya.This/i'ollowed by the(9)Sr aa asraya which4hould 

be v adhered to even without the upadesas. The(10)Catuh4lokI 

* * 1 A 

\ * 

serves to remove the doubt that this is the path of others, 

* i 


$ s , 

After thus teaching demotion it is increased in the (11) 

? 

v t i 

Bhaktivardhinl.The hearer and the speaker are described in 

\ 

fc. ■ 

the (12)jalabheda.The (13)PsScapadya is independent,The 


(14) Sennyassnirnaya is for knowing the time of remunciaiion 


as taught in Bhaktivardhinl.Its sadhana i3 told in the 
(15 )§ ir odh ala ks an a. The fruit of one who follows this path 

i 

is-explained in the (16)Sevaphala. 


* 
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The Sahgati printed in the collection of the Yraia- 

works corresponds to the second order given abow. vfe shall 

now jfeurn to those works which have been commented upon by 
our anther. 


(3J) Commentary on the Ysmunlstaka: - . 

- ** 

Yaraunsstaka is a small tract in nine stanzas in ihe 

• m 

Prthvi MiM metre. It is written in praise of the river 
Yamuna.In fact it is en astaka bub the last verse is something 
like the phaiasrati.lt is & good piece of work,having some 
poetic qualities also,so rarely found in Yaliabha’s writing. 


The commentary of Yitthalesa is more or less explanatory. 

Purusottama in his sub-commentary has,however,made good the 

loss by bringing in a halo of sanctity -and explained fully 

each and every word trying to fit iA in with the accepted 

principles of Pal lathe's system. He refers to Hariraya 

twice in Y.1,7 and under the first verse shows how according 

to Hariraya these eight verses bring out eight kinds, of 

Aisvarya of the river.Ee points out what has been left un- 

111 

-explained by Yitthalesa, 1 -* and explains it fully. 

(40) Commentary cm the Balabodha: 

Balebodha has nineteen verses and a half .Vaiisbha 
says in the very first verse that he wants to decide the 

urn-rnm mm maam mm*m**i «■* mm HM» mm » — mm m* miwnmumi mm mm — rr - ■■■-■ — - , — Ja —- n|>| ^ 

111. Uamatu ICrsnatury8priyam # ..eto.Y.3. 
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S , A 

Siddhantaesngraha for the enlightenment of those who are 
112 

ignorant. purusottama explains that the Bala here refers 

to those who are confused on ^ account of the various-ways 

of worshipping many Gods,various ways of liberation and 
113 

all that. ' He begins with s statement of four Purusarthas 
and then discusses only Moksa.He refers to the concept of 
Moksa according to the Sankhya and Toga.He tiien explains 
the Parasraya,^ Koksa.Yisnu gives Moksa while §iva gives 
Bhoga.Finally Yallabha comes to the point of devotion with 


love and surrender.ILe commentary of Purusottama is . 
critical as well as explanatory.He refers often to the 
other commentators Dvarakes'a and Devakinandana and shows 
how their explanations differ from his;he does not 
refute them.His Vivrti is definitely more expensive thee.' 
those of the other two. 


(41) Commentary on the Siddhbntamuktavail: 

Siddhantamuktavail in 21 verses begins with the teaehin 
of hr sn ase vat hr sn a is the Highest Lord.Yallabha then 

*** *** *"+*"+ *■* * ul «■» *•* "** *** am* mu w 

112. ..Sarvasiddhantasasjgraham, 

Balaprabodharisrthay© vadami "suvinisc it am. Y. 1. 

113.....Iti Sandlhlnaham svanam sandehajanakam tatra 
tatropadeyatabhramam varayitum...etc.Under Y.l. 







2 


ex-oleins the .Aksara which is manifested as the world and 
which is meditates up on by those, who follow "che p a th ?.( of 
knowledge.It is explained with the long dram out metaphor ' 
of Gangs.The seme metaphor is continued through dstefe the 

work to explain the dastingiions between the Pusti,Pravaha 

/ 

and Maryada else in the course of which Yaliabha says that 


devotion is higher than knowledge.Thus according to Yaliabha 


the work explains the mystery of the Sastra 


114 


It would-be interesting to note here that while Yaliabha 
himself says nothing regarding the title'of this work, 

Mtthaleia calls it Siddhantavahraila.The colophon of the 

work reade-Iti ferivallabhacaryaviracita Siddhantamuktavall 
saspurna.The last verse of Yitthalesa’s commentary runs: 

Iti 'Srlpitrpadabj aparsgarasgsiktahrt 

tfrivitthalas tats1 idlisntavahmalam hrdaye dadhau. 

«• * * 

Purascttaroa also calls his work Siddliantavahmaliprakasa. 

’ * ~~ 

The colppiian reads -Iti.... ,purusottamasye krtau Srlstad- 

*ae%ryasiddhsntavahmalaprakasah eaHpurneh.In the Isat verse 

also he says -S vTy asiddhantavanmala krpaya samprakasits. 

\ 

Kalyahar'aya in the last verse of his comoientary gives the 


IM.Evam svassstrasarvasvam may a guptarn nirupitam 


Y.21. 
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title SiddhsntamuktsvalT, Other commentators generally r 
give the seme title. It is very likely that originally 


the title might have been Siddhantavshmala. 


©is work is commented upon, by Yitthelesa, G-okulsnaths, 
Kaly an aray a ,1? ur us o 11 ama, V al labha', frajanitha and Lalu Bhatta 
have written sub-commontaryes. Dvarakesa’s commentary .is 


not complete. One Haridasa has explained verses 15 b-lYa. 

Of ell these the commentary of Purisottasa is very helpful 

1 ” t 

in understanding the work, purusbttarns is as usual notcnly 
explanatory but also critical. 

(42) Commentary on' pustipr&vahamaryada: 

This is sn incomplete work. Taliabha here' sets 
out to explain the characteristics of Pusti ,pravaha and 
i'sryada. He differentiates them in the beginning and then 


explains the prsyojana, aadhana, ahga,kriya, phals eto.of 

the Pusti souls. The work then breaks off. Gokulanatha in , 

* * 

his commentary says that only this part of the work is 
well known. Raghunathe says*’’ Ita urdhvam granthatrtih.» 
Purusottama says : 1 Itadagre pr avahamargly a pr ay o j an as aah ana** 
hgaphalahi maryadimarglyaprayoj anasvarupahgakriyah 
Sadhanam phalam ca ysvata jnayate tavaa grantho'peksita 
iti jneyaffi. ’He is thus the only commentator who informs 
us about whaifis wanting.lt is not possible that Yallabha 
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Bight have hims&fcf left it incomplete. It is likely that 
the portions might have been lost on account of a quarrel 

between the wife of Ooplnatha and Fitthalesa. It may also 
be possible that the portions dealing with the Pravaha aid 
Maryada being uninteresting to the exclusive tendencies of 
Yittlialesa might have been neglected with the result that 
even Ookulanltha was not able to find them. 

t 

The commentary of purusottama is very helpful and 


critical. The oply problem is that is goes under the name 
of his father PTtambara. In the editor’s note Shri Telivela 
sjpys that the Vivrdti of pltambara is actually written by 
Purusottama who seems to have dedicated it to his father. 

The style, he says, is- evidently the familiar one which 
we meet with, in the other writings of Purusottama. 

Teliwala adds that a perusal of the six manuscripts of 
the Yivrti reveals that the author has revised it sometime 
after writing it.As Purusottama was a great authority 


in the Samprndays,both the revised and the' original versions 
became current. It is difficult to come to any eonclusicn 

regarding the authorship. The analytical approach as 

found in this commentary is the s ame as that found in 
other works of our author. The discussions on the term 

Pusti under Y. 2,on the reality of the world under Y.9 


t 




bear the same arguments and phraseology as found in the 


works of Purusottama, The author of the commentary refers 

to the Yivrti of Gokulenatha, Brehmasutras, Yi&v mmxL&me , 

( 

etc, but never to the works of Purusottama.At one place 

there is a reference to the explanation of the last Sutra 
in the Anandamays-adhikarana, as given in the Yidvanmandana 
and Vitthalesa*s interpretation of die first Sutra of the 

a* i* *" 

same Adhikarana. It should be noted that here the 

#* 

interpretation of Yell abba are not referred to. Thus we 
have no reason to disbelieve the tradition which fathers 


the -work upon Purusottama, though it is rery likely that 
Purusottama might have revised his.father’s work. 


(43) Commentary on Siddhantarahe.sya: 

Siddbentarehasya contains only eight stanzas and 

a half. Xnspite of it,its immense popularity has led to 

the-composition of many commentaries upon it.Yaliabha 

here says that he is speaking out ad verbatim what the 

Lord told him at night on the bright eleventh of the 

month of Shaven a. All the five faults of the individual 

* 

souls will be destroyed by the Brahma-sambandha. Hence 
everything should be surrendered to the Highest Lord, 

In the last two lines Yallabha gives the analogy of the 
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river Ganga. Yaliabha in this work teaches the doctrine of 
Samarpana or self-surrender. 

i \ 

The work is commented upon by Gokulenatha,.Ragliunadfes, 
iialyinaraya, Yrajots&va, G-okulotsava, Harirays, Yitthaldsvara, 

Oiridhsra anu Lain Bhatta, besides Purus oitama. There is 

* ? lk> 

J 

also one anonymous'commentary. Puriisottsma has abely 
discussed the problems regarding the Bralima-sam&andha and 
has fully explained the text. 

(44) Commentary on he vara tn a: 

Havaratne is so celled perhaps because it has 
nine verses. Here Yaliabha things of the devotees,, who 

should merge themselves completely in the service of CoS. 

After they have surrendered themselves they should not worry 

at ail. Everything will be done of them by the Lord. Thus 

the grace of Cod is the gretest sldhana for such a man. 

The text has been explained by Yitthalesa in his 
Yivrti, upon which four sub-commentaries are written, 
pur us ot tarns’s sub-commentary .is critical and explanatory. 

He explains the term einta(Y.l),differentiates between Dina 

end Hivedana(Y. 2)»the nature of surrender(Y.3) , and shows 
what should be done when a conflict arises between the 
desire of. the Lord and the orders of the Guru(Y.7) etc. 



(45) G Gulden tary o£ in tahkaranapr ab odh a: 

iritahkaranaprabodha is a small tract written fa? 

v 

enlightening the internal Spirit.God is independent end 

the devotees are dependent upon Sim. lie can not know what 

* 

Goa desires and so we must obey His commends.The devotee 

S ' 

should think that ’whatever is necessary for him will be - 
done by God, He should only carry out His orders. He is not 

» t * 

like a worldly boss who gets angry at the faults of his 

. y 

employees .He knows that the devotees ere likely to commit/ , 
mistakes. They should not care even for their own bodies. 

A total unconditional surrender is the best remedy for 
crossing over the Maya of the Lord. This is the teaching 


contained in this work.. It however reveals a personal tma, 

as/ Ysliabha refers to the commands of the Lord to himself 

v * 

in Y, 5b -6-?a. Purusottamaacommentary// contains all the 


merits which are found in his other works. He gives the 

summery of the work at tlie end. He also discusses fully 
the various ijnas(Y.5b-6~7a). On these however he has 

written an independent Lekha which is also printed, in tie 
same book. Here he gives a different interpretation. 

(46) Commentary on BhaJktivardhaaT; 

Bhaktivardhiru in eleven verses ie mainly for 

the increase of devotion for the hlna-adhikarins. They 



should live the life of a householder and observe the - 
duties of varnas and asramas. Worldly pursuits should be 

given up. They should worship hrsna, If the worldly pursuits 
cannot be given up, their Blinds should be concentrated on 

Kari, until the seed of Bhakti is germinated and. love , and 

* 

patsto are produced. The destruction of the worldly 
passions is the test of divine love, the test of asakti 

> % t 

is grha-eruei. and that of vyasana is inability to live 
without Devine presence. Bad association o# evil food may 

make the attainment of this stage difficult. Such a 
devotee should therefore stay near a temple and should 
keep the company of devotees, so that his min'd may not be 
defiled by external forces. Yallabha says that one who is 
always engrossed in the service of the Lord or the 
conversation regarding Him will never perish. 


The work is so popular that it has called for 
14 commentaries, of BIlakrsna,C-okulanathojRaghunitha, 
Kalyanarays, Hariraya, Cope6vara,?urusottama, Valiabha, 
lay ag op ala Bhaijta, Lalu Bhatta,BalakS£sna son of Yallabha, 
Gir id liar a, n varakesa end one anonymous commentary .Every 

commentator has explained the text fro® his own point of 
view, purusottarns’s commentsry, writ ten in his usual style 
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explains the text and elucidates important points. Thus,for 
instance he explains the word Bhakti(Y.l) fully from all 
points of view. He also refers to tile explanations of 
others.(Y.5} 

(47) Commentary on Jalsbiieda: 


Jalabheda hss 21 verses. It gives the characteristics 
of different teachers of religious subjects. The TaittirTya- 


S sushi ta 7.4.12. gives a mantra stating 20 types of waters. 
On the analogy of these 20 kinds,Yellabha has given 20 
kinds of teachers. Br.Rajendra Lai Mitra says that it is a 

work on hydropathy.Telivala rightly says that it is not so. 


four commentaries are written m this-work, of Kclyana- 


-raySjPurusottama, Yaliabha, and Balakrsna.The term Agni 
in Y.j 4 has raised a controversy.Some thought it to ref 


to hudra while others to Yaliabha himself. Purusottama does 
not enter into this controversy at all but explains Agni 
as ’The speaker of the Agni parena.’ 


(48) Commentary on psneapadya: 

Pancapadya has 5 verses, as its name indicates. 
It explains the five types of ’Hearers’,those who are 


purely of the Pus timer go (Y. 1), of the Pustimaryedemarga (?.?.), 



Mary adapus timarga (Y.3-4) end finally those who are generally 

adhikarins for Sravanabh&kti.(Y.5) .Two commentaries, of 

Heriraya and purusottama are available.There is soma 

difference of opinion in their explanations. 

(4$) Commentary an Danny as an i may a: 

This work gives Ysllabha ’a ideas regarding 

renunciation. He says that Ssimyasa should not be taken in 
the K&rmsffiargn. For those who follow the path of knowledge, 

Samira's a may be taken for desire of knowledge.Similar is 

who 

the case with those/are already learned. Both of the® are 

however not commendable. Regarding the followers of the path^ 

of devotion,renunciation accepted for the sake of sadhana 

is not lively to produce happy results.If it is for the 

* 

Phala, it should be done only for experiencing the 
separation from the Lord,if the Lord so inspires. 

Of all the commentaries on this work, that of Purusottams 

is the best. He refers to the views of GOiralanathajRaghusittha, 
Ookulotsava, Dvllrakesa,Copies. etc and states his own opinion. 

(Y.l)Ee also explains why renunciation should not be 

__ ’ , ' 

accepted in the Kermamarga by referring to Jaimini.(Y.2). 

He shows that the term 'Yiralianubhava* can be understood in 
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three ways(Y.?)Purusottama shows after Yallabha the distinction 
between the paths of knowledge and devotion,in favour of tie 
letter(¥. 10-11-12,14,1? etc.) At the end he describes how 
Yallabha himself took the Sannyasa. 


(50) . Commentary on larodhelaksana: 

lirodbalaKsana explains the -Kirodha which means complete 

attachment to the Lord by a devotee who has forgotten the war Id. 


Thus the work is intended to lead the service of. the Lord oi 
a divine level. The work is explained in six$( different^ 
eojmentaries.purusottama’s Vivrti 33-surely very helpful.fie 
explains the Kirodha as ! prapancavismrtipurvakabhagavadasakti, - 
rupa.’(V.l)He explains the utility of the work in the beginning, 
He also,, refers at the end to the different order in which the 
text has been .read, by Sana Ooplsa and Eariraya and says that 


he has followed the text of Yrajaraya. He also says that he 
has not referred to different interpretations. 

(51) Commentary on Sevaphaia: 

Sevanhals'is s very small work of seven verses and 
a half. It explains the fruits of Seva. Yallabha h himself 

i ' x + * 

written a comr/ientary on this. The work has, become-difficult 
on account of the terse style of Yallabha. Eleven commentaries 


are writ ten on/this and commentators have widely differed on 
the meanings of particular words. Purusottama refers to 
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tfte views of hie predecessors often (e.g.Y.l).puru§ottama 
generally followed the sastriya method in interpreting the 
term Sayujya,while Hsrireya and others followed the point of 
view of Bhaktimarga. 

Purusottama does not seem to have commented upon the 
remaining three tr ac is-Y i vakad h a irylsr ay a, (J a t uhis 1 okT and 
Srsnasraya. Any way, I have not been able to find his 
commentaries on them. 


(52-53) Commentaries on Bhaktihogse; 

BhaEtihsmsa is an important work of Yitthalesa 
explaining the nature of true devotion,as' the principal means 
of emancipation in. the Buddhadvaita system. .Titthalesa here 

fully discusses the paths of action,knowledge and devotion/. 
He also explains the trip of prsvab.a,Maryada and pusti. 
Besides this he also shows the distinction between, the 

v ' * 

Upas an a and Bhakti,puja and Bhakti etc.Pusti is solely 
dependent upon the grace of god. . 

Baghunath a ,bom in 7.3.1611 commented upon it.His 

commentary is called Bh.skci-tarahginr.Purusottama has 

written a sub-commentary on it called i ; irtha,sb that people 

* * ✓ 

can enter the river of devotion through this passage and 
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115 


happily see" the f swell of devotion.* purusottama. has also 

written an independent commentary upon it called Yiveka* 
Though Purusottams does not say anything expressly,he 
might have in his mind the famous ITraksiranysya of the 


Hens a, while naming the commeifa^try. It is in teres 

♦ 

compare the two'commentaries of the s ame author. There 
are naturally so many similarities and almost every idea 
of the one is repeated 5n the other in the same manner 
though not in the same place. To take an example we may 
note that the explanation of the-nine steps ox devotion 
in the Tirtha is cm page 42,while in the Tiveka it is on 
p.5 1 /. In the Tirtha at the end Purusottama gives seven 
verses for the Or an tharth as amgr aha* They are not found in 
the Tiveka. In the Tiveka however purusottama .gives on 
additions! interpretation of the last verse of the Bhakti- 
ha&sa so as to avoid the yati-dosa. It is not found in the 
Tirtha. It is rather difficult to explain why Purusottama 
would have written two works, when ace could have been 
sufficient. , 

purusottama ksK is also said to have commented upon 
the Bhaktihetunirnaya of Yitthaiesa.lt has not been found 

by me. 

* njya. nn WW I fl'P- *0* *Mi *** mm *MIW eM 

115, pravisyattena tirthena nironam Bhoktitaranginia , 

Pah am an ah prapa%antu Bhaktiha&sam raudinvi tab. 

Tirtha.Last Terse p.72. 




(54) 



Bhs var sy apr akas a: 

Yal laths is said to lieve commented upon the 

PurvemYmahsasutras of Jaimini also. Unfortunately however, 
only a part of the .same is available. Yallsbha 1 s coalmen iary 
on the PurvaEfiffiartSasutras II, i.,known as the Bhe.varthapida 
has been published in the Pustibhaktisudhs Yol.YIf.no, 2-4. 
The Yivarana alias prakasa thereon has been published in 
the same journal Yol,VII. nos.5,6,7,8 and 9. There are 49 
Sutras 'hi all in this Pada. This work has been examined by 
Prof .G.H.Bhatt in two -articles from the point of view of 

Yellabha*s interpretations as also from the textual point 

. , . 116 
of view. 


The commentary prakase bears the name of Yadupati as 
the author. This Yadupati was the grandfather of purusottama. 

The colophon of the commentary ruas;‘iti £r Imadvs.il abha- 

SLandanacarecadasgnudasa^rTpitambaratacujsiriyadupativiracitam 

^rimadaclrysviraestajaiminiyabliUsyabhavarthapadavivaranaffi 

sampurBsm.’Tradition however informs us. that the author is 
“• ■ » 

Purusottama hinSelf ,who,out -of respect for his grandfather 
passed of this work in his name.The commentary though short 
reveals the special characteristics of purusottama’ 


K~r 


116Ysllabhacerye and Purvamlmansa’ Journal of the 

Oriental Institute,¥ol.I.no.4.p,353££.and ’Yallabhacarya’ 

text of the Jaimini Sutras*!!,i.’Yol.II.no.l.p.68ff. 
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authorship. There is arsforoiico to the theory of J^ity&ti7HY&da 5 

V 

gad to the fedantimats under Sutra l.fhe commentator also 
refers under Sutra 5 to those who arrange the lirst five 
Sutras in only one Adhi&arana end says *Tad .etat sutra- 

“Viruddhom , .Besides,there is one strong ground to accept 

j \ 

that t>arusottar«ia is the author of this commentary.In the 

pranasa on Anuohasja I.i.3 s siim-i-or discussion occurs . 

There puru s o t1 qiir makes a reference to these Sutras and 

U? 

then refers to the present work as his own. 

The beginning of the fiverana is note worthy.lt runs: 

*^rimatprabhucaranafcrpays bhavarthacaranabhasyam yathsanfti 
vivriyate.* It appears from this that though' fsllabha might 
have finished his BhasyaJ?,urusottema could secure only this 
portion and hence he commented upon it.One cannot be definite 
about this because it may be that Purnso'ctamo might have 
secured and commented upon the-whole of the Bhasya,which is 

lost to us. 

(55) P upvamlnlsn sfaksr i ka vi var an a: 

42 purvamimensakarikas of fsllabha together with 
the fivarana. of Purusottama have been published in the 
Pusiibhaktisudha fol.f.no. 2. i\ short analysis of the o on tents 

^ » I 


ll?.A.B,P.I.i.3.p.l09. 
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is given here. The author explains the Auubsndhacetustaya 
in the beginning. (V.l-12a), followed by a discussion on 
the question whether the Mimans'a is svatantra or. vidMmulaka. 

(?.12b-E3a)The relation of the two Klmansas forms the .next 

topic of discussion„ (V.33b-25s)Yallabha then discusses 

the meaning of the word 1 attain the Sutra*Athsto dharaa- 

jijnasa,*whether it should be understood in the sense of 

* 

adhikara or in any other sense. If the latter,vie shall 
have to agree to the vidhi-adbyaKers.(T.25b~36).Last six 

verses again discuss the inter relation of the two MmanSas 
in the light of the esrd meaning of .the word v atha'from the 

point of view of those who understand both the MImsnscs as 

forming only one 3astra.(?3?-'42) .Vcllabha is so brief and 
Ms style so compact that it is rather difficult to under- 

-stand the verses without tne help of the Vivarana of 
Purusottama. 

Yallabha has written the ?*urvarnlsiSns abliisya which,as 

we have seen above,is unfortunately not iully extant.The 

ISrikes which we have a something like a metrical 
commentary on the first of thePurvsmimaasasHtras.purusottama 
says in the beginuing;SrTmadecsryacaranah pur vamimansabhapy am 

cikixsantah tstra vistarena pratipipadayisitam 
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ji jn&sasutrartham sarksepena ksrikaobih ®sn jighrksaii can jk 
.’At the end he says; ’ Iti tiriniadvallabhacaryaearena 


vir ac i tadharmaj i jnasssutrarthanirnsy akskar i kavi varan sin. 
Sripltambaratariiijasripurusottsjnakrtam sampurnom.’It is 
important to note that the fojzty second Kirika does npt 
seem to contain any suggestion that it is the last.It is 
again doubtful as to whether Vaiisbhs has i utiy discussed 
even the first Sutra.I am rather inclined to believe that 
Yallabha 7 /rote some or many JCariKgs more than 12 and 
perhaps he wrote or in tended to write a metrical summery- 
com* comment ary on the PurvemTiriansgsutr as. This is what ’ 
Yallabha has done for the Bh ag a va t ap uran 0 a Iso, when he 
wrote the Sex-ikes in the last chapter of the Tattvadips- 
nibandha over and above the Bubodhini commentary,Any way 
Purusottama had before him only 42 verses. He commented 

4. m 

upon them and called them 1 E irnayoicsksrikas’ on the first 
Sutra. 

(56) S ub odh inIpr a ka-s a; 

Yallabha mainba.ined a very high regard for the' 
Bhsgavatapureaa which was raised by him to rhe status cf 

a prastliaha. Yallabha wrote his commentary SubodhinI an the 
first three boQ&s,on Tihe venth book end began writing the 
some cn the eleventh. On tne elevenfh book he could comment 
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only up to the second verse of the fifth Adhy %s.Yal1ahha 

is also said to have written s shorter commentary, oh the 
Bhegavata called SuksmatTka hut it is not extant.Yallabha 1 s 

Subodhirix on Skenchas IT.-II and on the remaining part of 
II and the Sk&ndha III is unfortunately not available. 

Tbs Sampradayie tradition relates that Yallsbha was asked 
by God not to open the mysterious doctrines in the 

i 

Bliagavat'a.He did not obey the orders in the beginning but 
when the commend cams forcefully,hs had to carry it out. 
Thus there is kramabhshga and spurnata, . 

Yitthalesa wrote a sub-comnentary on Bkaadha I called 
«# *- 

TioDifani. pur us ottama is said to have written his Irakis a 


oil the whole of the SubodhinT including the Tippani,but 

his Prakfsa on the Btiafarciha of the Bkandha X has not 

; 

been found.Even in the Sksndha XI his Prakasa is found 

on the SubodhinT only up to T. 20 of Mhyays 4. The extant 

part of the prakiss tin the Sksndha X is fathered upon 

pTtembsra. Tradition however runs that it is also written 

by Purusottama.-lvidently the style is that of Purus ottama, 

gs can bs seen from his comments on the interpolated 

* 

chopters(Adhysyas between 1.13 and 12.) 

We have noted above while dealing with the last 
chapter of the Tattvsdipanibandha that,while that chapter 
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is a summery-cum~e oramentary - written independently though 
related to the Bhag8vata,SubodhiHi is-regular running 
commentary. Here be has dealt witli the vakya,pada, and 

aksara of the Bhsigavata.This is what Purusottama 'says 
when he informs us; , hya®. atra nibandhad visessh.Yakya- 
padlksararthBiam atra vaictavy atvat; tatra tu hastrar-thaSy- 

_ _ 330 ' , 

upsyogina evarthasyoktatvac ^ti.’ Yalisbha also says 

* t 

in the beginning of the SubodhinT: ’ Arthatrayaa tu vaksyami 


nibandhesti catustayam. 


119 


(57,58) Minor commentaries on the Bhegevata: 

/ t 

(I)/Hath a imaste* ity etad vivaranakarikavyakhy a: 
Yitthalel^//// has written BO verses cm the Bhagsvata 211. 
iii.14, discussing the concept of has a in the Pustiroirga. 
Purusottama has explained them in his usual,style. 

(Il)YrtrasuracatuhslokTTiTrti;The four verses known 

as the ^rtrsouracatuliSloid aco.uring in Bhagsvata YI are 

said tc deal with the four Puruserthas-. The first three 
K * 

verses ere commented noon by Yifinalesa while the last 
by Ya3.labhs.lt is on the last verse that Purusottama, 
Hariraya and SrTvallsbha have written their sub-commentaries 
The verse is explained in two ways so as to belong to the 


ft* *W IF— •*« t 


118.3ubcdhin.iprakisa III. i. 1 
119. Sub odhinl .1.1. 
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Harysdapasti mjl the one haufl end tiio Pustipugti m the 

* - *, 

other, purusottama’s commentary does not contain anything- 
quite peculiar. 

(53) Gifaystr-yadjartheprsfeasaksicarika^ivarana: 

An. attempt has been made by Taliable and his 
followers to explain .the well-known SavitrT do. in such a 
way as to suit their own theory. Valiabha himself has 
written a g caamentary on this verse. VitthalaSa wrote on it 
a metrical commentary in 35 verses. Purusottsma has commented 
upon. it. Besides these,there is also one prose passage by 
C-okulesa alias t?rTvsllafcha.Though Prof.M.G.Shastri calls 
it an independent work it is not different in nature from 
a commentary on Vallabha’s Gayatribhasya. further there is 
also one Gsyatr^arkhavivarsna in 76 verses by on unknown 
author. There are also prose warns of Indiresa and Govardhana 
Bhatte trying to explain the purport of the GayatrT.All 
these have been printed in a collection of the Sampradayic 
works on Gayatrl,edited end published by prof.M.G.Shastri. 

r 

The Savitri verse is e simple prayer to the $cn God . 

Savior,the inspirer. It was slowly aurrennded with a halo 

# * 

of sanctity and became the Yeda-bTjs or the seed of the 
scriptures. Attempts were then made to interpret the v<3Bse 
so as to suit the interpreter’s own beliefs and there grew 
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a tendency to mystify each and every syllable of the 
verse. Yallabha shews how it teaches the doctrine of (’race. 

Yittholesa goes a step farther by explaining each and every 

*" • 

word,the metre,the rsi otovail explained by means of 
fanciful etymology and fantastic imagination. Yitthalela 

says that here the teaching is not just of the doctrine of 
Or ace bub even of love, of Singsi'a.Pui’usotbaaa .explains 
all the 35 verses in his usual analytical method.Under 
Y. 25 he refutes the interpretation of the Saivas. Some of 
his explanations are also equally fanciful. 

(60) fi yesadessvivrtivivaran a: 

The Ilya'sade^o is one verse explaining the famous 
verse in the Bhagevdd Oita: ^Sarvedhsrnfsn parityajya.. .etc . 1 

(Bhagavad Gits XVIII.66) The verse runs: 

0eM yashdesesu dharmatyajanavaoansto kincanadhikriyo- 

-kta, 

► * * 

Karp any am vahgam uktam maditarabhajsnapeksfujsm va 

vysjjodham; 

D uhsadhyeeehodyemeu va kvacicl upassmitav anya- 

sammelane va: 


Brahmas tr any ay a uktas tad iha na vihoto dharma 

a jna&isiddhsh.. 


In the Bhagavad QTta the Lord tells Arjane of ' 
niskska karmayogs end performing oue&s dharma without 



attachment. How can the Terse XVIII.66 be reconciled mth 
this teaching? The Hyasadesa verse tries to solve this 
riddle in various ways.Yitthalesa has written a commentary 
£B it explaining it in two ways, purusottama has written 
a sub-commentary on it. Purusottama does not say much 
about the pusti,Maryada, and all that,as does sfitthalesa. 
Re refers to HamanujSjSs&sara and Madhusudana.i efutes 

t 

them all except the first withj/jhom he shows just the 
difference of approach, purusottama also refers to the 
SSmprwiayiia ?lTnlnS&kas and their method of reconciliation 

Be doe.-© not agree with them .in toto. 


Who is the author of this verse?Some scholars in the 
Sampreo'aja thinm that it is written by fall a bha. This is 
not correct. It is the fifteenth verse in the Kyaslvimsati 
of leery© fedhntadesika,who was a follower of Ramanuja. 

I-t is difficult to state what is the opinion of fitthalesa 
and Puruso.ttama about this.fitthalesa begins by saying: 

*.«. .vicarakfntahkaranskalilaji apnnayans tad vakya - 

Tat par yam akena Sicken ah a.. .etc. ’He ends with:!.. Iti 
Bitrcaranaki'nato g opine tic arena renu dhanina yah. 


\ **** me* «**- mu* *mm « 


20. Of.Rehasyrretnsjstem :lSyaSavim6sti.p. 90 
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Srlvitthslens viwto bliaTO mayi sa stfciro bhavatu.' 

» w- » 

Purusotiama begins his commentary with: • 

1 i 

Sr iiq advo ilabh a-n and an ac ar an aidbho j e' nnsandhaya, 

K ya sad e's av i vsr an asye s ayam atra sphutikurve. 

i 

The last verse also has almost i^e same purport.Thus there 
is no reference to Yaliabha.Again,whenever fitthalesa. refers 
to the author he says* aha* end noth ah ah’ viiich. he might 

have used,had he thought the verse to be of Yallabha.Thus 
probably even vitthaiesa and Purusfcfcfcama did not mean that 
the verse was written by Yallabha. 


( 61 ) patravalambsr atlka: 

j 

The Patrlvclambane is a work in 40 verses with 
arose nassenes coming between verses 29 and 30,and between 

34 end 35.lt the end of the prose passage after ¥29 

J 

Porusettama says that there is something wanting in the 
text. Y.3G has only the second line and the refutation of 
the Yayavada which is referred to in Y.36 is not found here 


121 


mm* <4«* am* *** *** * 


► «#» *f * ** 1 


121. Atra ysdyapy etavateivs nirvaho bhavati tathopy 

* > ^ ' 

upafiamKare mayavado pin alert a iti kathanaci atra ca 
prathamap’adad ito # gre etavati tr-tir iti pratibhati 

, PaferavalambanatTka.p. 29. 
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The work is intended to show the correct theories aeeerdin 
to the Brshmaveda end to refute the theories of Bhedaisd a 
and Mayaveda. 


The title p a tr ava 1 amb an a has a curious origin. As 
purusottama inf eras us,when Vallabhs was staying at 
Caranadri, various followers of Maya vide and the Bfciatta- 


school of Mifflsnsa 


wen t 


there from Kashi for 


disc 


is* 




ion 


This resulted in obstruction to his work of demotion end 

service to god. He thereupon came to Kashi hinself and 
wrote this tract,placing it at the doors of Kasivisveaa. 

temple.Hence it is called patravalanbana.Vallabha^s ides 
seems to be that others scholars should first read this 
and then alone should approach him if their doubts are 
not resolved. 


Purusottama’ £ commentary is exp Ian atory.lt is very 
helpful in understanding the text. 


( 62 ) 


Vallabhsstakavrvar ana: 


The- YallsbhostsKa in eight verses was written by 

Yittbalesa. It describes the nature of Vallabha as 
« * 

# 

f f 

’lire*. in. the beginning and , as ? Krsna ? at the end.It 
is said that the name of the Icarya is explained in -the 

„S 

Sarvottsinsctotra.his qualities in the feeha tkr anoprernanct v 

j * f\ ~ ~ * 



and his ns bare in the Yallabhastaks. Porusottsma's 

% • » 

commentary is faithful end explanatory* 


(Y). 

Commentaries cn other w©rks. 


(63) Minduky open isad-dipika: 

1 v 

Before dealing with this work we would like to 
write a fern lines on the commentaries of purusottama on 
the Upenisads.Vailabha himself did not write aommantaries 
on the Upanisads.parasottema is however credited with 
some such commentaries .Ho is said to have written the 
BTpikas on the Ka i vaiy op an i a ad. Br ahiuopau is a d ,$f r s imh o t hi r a- 
tspiny upanisad ,ChafidogyGpaa is adManddkyopanisarl and 
kvetasvaxaropanisad.He is also said to have written tlB 

Upanisad-artha-samgrahao. I have been able to find oat 
his Artha-ssmgrehec on the Kaivalya and Brahma,while 

Dipikas on the MandTtkya and Brsimhottaratapini.lt is 

\ 

possible that purusottama might have written the 

gommentaries,which ha has been credited with and might 

have composed Arthcsemgralias on many Upenisads,aid they 
might have been lost. 

Bhatt Raman a th Shastri published In Y.S. IS8Q the. 

i 

landaisyopaniaaddlpik?. of purusottama,in Bombay.lt oonisins 
the commentary not only upon the prose passages of the 
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Mahdukya but also upon the first two chapters of the 
ifirikas ascribed to (Tfiy.dapada.lt may appear rather curicus 
that Purusottama should have commented upon the verses of 

Gaud spade, the grand-teacher of Sa&kara.Purus ottama has 
explained the Upanisad and the Karikas from the point of 
view of Suddhaivaita. 


*» 


While only the commentary upon the first two chapter, 
of the JCarikas is extant,we should admit that he commented 
upon the other two chapters also.At the end of the second 
chapter ha says; * Sad a si ;~n t sranam smarten am upesanahlm ca 
sattvat kirn iti Jadocsjyeayupadesa ity etaddveyamatara 


advaitakhye vicerayisye 


•t <r>£j 
J- &j(<) 


lime he intended to write on 


the third chapter also.'In hvsratiabhahga he refers to his 


1 23 


commentary tire ice.' All these references, especially the 


I •*»**» HKBUyB. M mto « *»W*,MWol>aMM«l<l|l>Miak<inM»< 




3 £2.1anduky opanisaddTpika.p-55. 

1£3, (!)Yet tu 0oudavert i ks - ’Bhogsrtham srstir ity snye krlda- 

riham iti caper e f ity evam pray o j an am vxkalpya-^evesyaisa 

svabKsvoysm aptekemasys ka Bprhi*-iti siddhanta uktah.Tatra- 
pi krldaksransm eva svsbBSvc vsktevyah.T.S.Ab.V.C8.p.ll6. 

(£)ltens Gaad.avartikiaurodhenapi ye grahilatvam/ vidadhati, 

te'pi pratyuttarita bodhyah.Gaudavartlkaprakaranacatustfye - 

rthas tu may's tadvyakhyTine sopapattiko nirupita iti tato' 

vsdheyah. (T.3. Ab.?.91 .p. 3X3. {3) Ten a Gnu&avartikok&sr satkFrya- 

vadadosl api fi karanahgikarsd evo p8rihrtih.{T.Sn.Ab.?. 140 

p.117. 
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seccmdjiaake it quite clear that Purusottama not only 
intended to write but actually wrote his commentary upon 

all the four chapters of the Gaudapada-karikas.lt is 
really unfortunate that -we hare not been able to 

secure th.8 commentary in full# 

(64) Br simhottaratapiny upanisaddlpi ka: 

The- Brsiahottaratapinl is a minor Up an is ad belong- 

-ing to the AtharvaTeda.lt begins' with the four divisions 

of fQm’in the fashion of the Iandukya.lt has nine khandas, 

i/hich it appears to teach the absolutism of Samkara. 

The influence of the Msndukya and the Gaudapadakarikas is 

distinctly traceable. It also combines with this 

absolutism,the theistic trends as seen in the elevation 

of Rrsinha .Purusottama has commented upon this work from 

the point of view of Suddhadvaita.He seems to care only 

for proving that the Upanisad does not teach the Kevala- 

-dvaita of 'Samkara.That is why his commentary is very 

short.lt is strange that he does not explain so many 

passages. 

Regarding the Arthasaagrahas of Purusottama, 

Telivala makes an interesting observation at the end of 

, ,, . , 124Ee says that 

the Kaivaly openisadarthasangraha. 

purusottama is said to have written 52 Tadagranthas.lt 

_ _ ^ MM mh, am* mtm mm » mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm *m mm mm *m 

_ an mm mm m* *m m* mm mm mm mm mm ^m mm mm mm *m m* am mm •• 

124.Of .pustibhaktisudh'a.Vol.V.Bo.6. 




does not appear to be eorreot.lt is likely that Purusottama 

might have written 52 TJpanisad-arthasshgrahas, and thsy , 

might have been styled Yadagranthas by some.Dayaram, the 

well tao» Gujarati poet has said to his Guru-Sisya-sanvada^ 

that the Upanisads are only 52.Hence it may be ..said that 

Purusottama wrote 52 Arthasahgrahas.lt is difficult to 

say anything for or- against this view. 

Ihat is the difference between an Arthasahgraha and 
a Dipika? The two terms do not appear to have any wide 

divergence in their connotation so far as the works of 

purusottama are concerned.lt may be said that the Artha- 

-sahgraha is a shorter commentary while the BXpika is 

an extensive commentary .But the K r s imh e 11 ar a tap ini- 

upanisad-dipika is surely not a long commentary .Purusottama 

* 9 

seems to have used these words without any difference in 
their meanings, 

(65) Kaivalyopanifadarthasahgraha: 

- It .has been published in the Pustibhaktisudhi 

Yol.Y Mo.6.The laivalya is a small Upanisad,which like 
the Srsinhottaratapint,appears to contain the absolutism 
of Igamkara with the theistic tendencies leaning towards 

Saivism.Purusottama has interpreted the same so as bo 
find out the Suddhadvaita and Yaisnavism from it. 
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(66) Brahmmponisad-arthasahgreha: 

' It has been published in the Pustibhaktisudha 
Yol.III I o.l.The Brahmopanisad is a short work with'the 
idealistic doetrines.purusottaraa has explained it in such 
a way as to show that the first khanda shows the grandeur 
of Brahman,the second gives the four states of consciousness 
as found in the Msndukys,the YiruddhadharmaSrayatva etc. 

Shri.O.iCShastri at the end in a foot note says, that 
this appears to be a part of a bigger work called Opanisad- 
arthasahgraha.This is similar to the suggestion of Telivala 
referred to above. 

(67) Introduction to imrtatarahginlj 

The irortatarahginx commentary on the Bhagavad Oita 
raises a question of authorship.lt has been printed together 
with other commentaries in the publication of the Gujarati 
JSress. Prof.M.G.Shastri,in his introduction to his 

collection of the Suddhadvaita works on the Oita says : 
‘Srimatpurusottamaviracita (Sr Tm od vr a jarayagosvamiviraciteti 
vrddhah)GItamr tatarahginl -...etc. 1 125 ®m S according to 
some the work goes under the name of Purusottama,while in 
the opinion of others it was written by Yrajaraya.The last 

mm mm mm ***# mm ^ w mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm m&mrn mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mtm m* mm mm mm mm « mm mm mm mm w mm mm mm mm mm mmmm 4 

125/Srimad Bhagavad Oita with Tattvadipa ete.Bhuraika.p.5. 
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ten verses are not useful in throwing light upon this 
problem. It is a really a difficult point. We shall have to 

rely solely upon the internal evidence. 

The commentary begins with an introduction which gives 
various views regarding the purport of the Bhagavad-GTta, 
of fea&ksra, ladhusudana Sarasvati ,Sridhara and. Ramanuja. 

The author refutes the.opinions of the first three and shows 
partial agreement with that of the last.The author then gives 

an important discussion on the purport of .the (Tita as 

/ „ ' * 

understood in the Suddhadvaita. 

The regular commentary is however far different from 

the introduction in its spiift.lt explains only the words 
of the (rTta at almost all the places. It does not refer to 

t \ 

the interpretations of other commentators even though some- 
- times it may be nee ess ary .hot only so but sometimes it may 
appear that the meaning given in the commentary is far 
fetched.Ie may just take an instance or two.The C-TtaII.28 
reads;* Ivyaktadini bhutani...etc,’It may be understood in a 
simple way that the beings are invisible before they are 
born, they are visible when they, are alive and they are 
again invisible when they die.So in the beginning&at the end 

i ► 

they are-Avayakts,in the middle they are Vyakta.This, is the 
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meaning generally accepted by the commentators,except the 

author of Mr tat ar sag ini .He says that Avyakta means Aksara, 
which is the tdi or utpatti of the bodies,which according to 
him is the meaning of Bhutanil Vyaktamadhyani’ is'explained 

, f 1 

asjVyaktam jagat tad eva madhyam sthitirupam utpattilayayor 
madhyam yesain tail 1 .Similarly’ Avyaktanidhsnahi’ means; 

’Avyakta aksara eva nidhanam layo yesam tani te’.The 

commentator then adds ’A trayam arthah.Iata utpattis taisraiva 
base soka4 svssyahueita ity srtha&.Svasyapi tanmaranantaram 
na narakadisombhavana yata utpattisthala eva svasyapi na£o 
bhavisyati.’ ^ rhe commentator’s meaning is not convincing . 

The commentator again brings in the topic of Bhakti every now 

and then,even at places where it is entirely uncalled for. 

Thus for instance in G-Tta '1.36,He gives two interpretations. 

In the second interpretation he says ’Tavaka pntih syad’ 

and thus brings in the idea of Bhakti.He adds after some 
discussion: * Atsfayimarsne dosabhavas tu. dharmasastra vicarena* 
rthasastra vicar ena va nirupita na tu bhaktivicarena , bhakti- 

mar gat tu tayor durbalatvat tanmaranenasmakam papam eva bhavet 
papac ea bhagavatssobandho na syad ata eva naranam itsina- 
papansm iti nB,rupitain.’is really very dixficult to agiee 

1 ***+*> . .i.i JJJJ. j.ii i 

126. Irimad bhagavad Gita with seven commentaries.p.91. 

127. Ibid.p.SO. ' ' . 




with this.We need not take many more instances to show Iha t • 
the explanations given in the commentary are not c on vine mg. 

i perusal of the works of P ur us ot tarns will show that 

* * " + 

the body of the coalmen tary does not cents in anything. which 
may enable us to say that the work is from the pen of, 
Purusottama. lot only so,but the essential characteristics 

of Purusottama*8 style and treatment are totally absent. 
Purusottama is ne'ver unreasonable,especially when he is 
commenting upon some important philosophical work and if 
we look to the instances referred to above,we are not 
inclined to believe that it is written by him.igaih the 

present writer has not been able to find references to this 

✓ 

commentary in any of the works of Purusottama, though 
* 

references to-the Oita are very often, found.Some, of the 
explanations of the verses in the G-Ttfa as given by Purusottama 

f 

elsewhere,are different from the explanations given in the 
said commentary .While explaining the Y. 21 of the second- 

chapter of the Ta11 vadtp m ibandha,P ur us o 11 ama explains the 
term 1 Yedavadaretah* occsring in the (Sita 11.42. sS;-.- 1 Yadara tah 

na tu tatperyajHatarah’. ~^In the commentary on the other 
hand it is stated ; ’Yedavadarata iti vedoktaphalakarmakaranam 
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evoeitam na tu niskamataya te tatha’. Similarly Purusotlama 
explains* Traigunyavi§aylh* occur ing in the Gita II.45;as 

’> 

* Traigunyam g urt a tr ay as am ud ay o viseyo bodhyo yesam te taifaa***^ 

The {Eomaentary however explains it as* f Traigunyah. trigun a- 
srstsu srsta ye jivas tadvisayas tadartham svargaphalaka- 
karmabodhaka vedah** and * Vedas traigunyavisayls trigun aim aka- 

r a - * 

svarupaphalapratipadakah aa tu saksad bhagavatssrabandha- 

131 * 

pratipadaklh.’ ' v ^gain the tirade against the Vedas in the 

* 

* * h 

G-ita is ^explained by Purusottama in his Ivaranabhahga as; 

^ 

*Laukikim pratitim Idayaiva, vakti ; 1 No suck explanation^ 
is given in the ArartatarahginiiThus it.may be said.that the 
ismrtatarahginl is not, written by purusottama but by Vrajaraya. 

%► *** * 1 ■< j- 

The introduction' is however quite differently cohcieved sad 
contains all the characteristics of purusottama*s pen 4 Thus 
we think that it was prefixed to the commentary y$hy Purusottama^ 
It is very easy to undersatnd how the work passed off under 


V . 1 


the name of our author .Purusottama has written many 


129. ‘SrTmad Bhagavad Gat a with 1 ccmmentaries.p.107. • 

130. T^a.Ab.V.21.p.gg. . '. ■ 

ISl/SrTmad Bhagaved G-Tta with 7 commsntaries.p.lll. 

132. T.Sn.Ab.V.21.p.22. , 


works end fathered them upon his elders,so the 

also,to which he has mitten only an introduction,might have 

been understood to be his. 

(VI). 

Remarks. 

mi*. 

fe have described above 67 works of furusottama in all. 

Purusottama might have written many more independent worts 

or commentaries then those wMch have been noted above by me. 

The SMpradayic tradition has attributed to him such 
literature that can not be described as anything but vast. 

1 OO 

He is said to have written as many as nine lacs of verses. ' 00 
Some of his works might have been lost to us.It is also 

possible that some of his works might have been known and 
studied by some one or other scholar of the Sampradaya and 
1 may not have been able to secure the Same.The commentary 
on the D va tr in£s ad sparadhsksam.apana-stotra was not found by me. 
It is possible that there may be some such other works also, 
jny way ,I have' given an account, of as many works of 
purusottama as I could get.I think that I have reviewed 
almost all his important works and many of his minor works. 

133.Gf.’Yah sarras iiavaiaksapadyakamitapraudhaprabeadham 

ryadhat 1 

3rd line from the Samprsciayic verse fegarding Purusottama. 


they are sore than sufficient to show how Purusobtama was 
a prolific writer who tried to explain almost all the 
important works of his great ancestors and who also wrote 
dozens of independent works to elucidate clearly the prim ipies 
of the ISuddhadvaita system, and to criticise the theories 


which were unacceptable to him. 


Is it possible to find out a chronological order of his 
works? We hawe one piece of eyidenee for this purpose. 

” f Tl 

Purusottama yery often refers to his own works and we can 

easily say that the works which are referred to are definitely 

1 

earlier than those in which the references are found.The 
eyidenee is howeyer not caaolusiye. It is possible that 
Purusottama might have been writing some works simultaneously 

It is also possible that Purusottama might be referring to 
the works which were being written or which he might have 
only planned to write at the time of referring to them and 

ve actually written them.Hence the argument^ 
based on these references does not appear to be sound. 


Is it necessary to find out the chronological order 
of his works at all?The question of the chronological order 



of" tbs works of many authors has been discussed and debated s 

but I may be eseused to say that more often than not the 
discussions of this type appear to be without much value. 


The chronological order of the works of a particular author 
should be attempted if and when we are in a position to point 

out the development of the genius of the autnor and if we 

are able to study how the author attained to that particular 

state of maturity.If we can not do this, txie whole question 
of the chronological order loses its importance arid value. 

What is the position of Purusottama? A study of the worics of 


Purusottama reveals no such development or attainment of 

•** <*. 

maturity* W© nave tits same authorjXhe same dialectician^ 
with the saELB manner of presentation through out in all Ms 

works 9 whether they may be important commentaries or independent 
works or just in in or tracts* We do not therefore think it 


necessary to enter into such a discussion at all* 



CHAPTER .1?. 


" DIALECTICS MB IN TEEPRETATIdf," 

(I). 

Introductory, 

Writers on §astras in Sanskrit have adopted a style* 
peculiarly their own,It can be called the discoursive or 
dialeotieal style which presents the arguments and counter- 
-arguments for and against a particular theory* advocated by 
the writer. Thus there is not much scope for the literary 
embellishments,which are thrown in the background by the 
tiresome frequency of f nanu’ andHu*. The best thing fora 
writer in this branch of literature is to be as simple'as 

possible,so that he can be thoroughly understood. Even then 
there are some writers like &amkara who can be called stylists, 

but that combination of literary merits in a Gastric work is 
very rare and cannot be found in others.Ramanuja writes in a 
style which is mature and dignified but which may appear rather 
difficultoYallsbha is too sparing,too laconic to the extent 
that the exact meaning which he intends to convey cannot often 
be understood without the help-of explanation.Titthalesa is 
surely clear in his writing,he can be easily understood but 
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he shows a tendency for ornamental style, as found in some 
of the long sentences and compounds in his works. 

Purusottams,as we have seen in the preceding chapter, 

is primarily a commentator.In the independent works also 
his mission is not just to refute,what others have said and 
thought,hut also to explain clearly his own view point,He 

f 

thus adopts the style suitable for his purpose.Ee is simple 

and clear.He never embarks upon long passages studded with 

long compounds and difficult words. His sentences are well- 

-balanced. He never tries to be ornamental,though he has at 

A # 

his disposal the wast ^ich vocabulary of the Sanskrit 
language.He does not even appear to pause for a word, 

suitable words come to him and his pen goes an easily.He is 

} 

a Sistric writer and naturally we will find his language 
full of all the technical terms in Sanskrit literature.To 
one who is not conversant with the terminology,may find his 
works a hard nut to crack,but after the terms are understood, 
cne will find the ease and even grace with which he writes. 

His explanations are often brimming with homely analogies 

1 

like’Sarvam Padam hastipade nima^Iam , and proverbs like 


1. A.B.P.p.318. 
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*Gaja yatra na ganyante masakanam ta ka katha*. The 

seriousness of the subject naturally requires some amount of 
dignity and maturity of style,Purusottama Has the depth and 
profundity,dignity and maturity, combined with the ease and 
grace in the language .Purusottama h owever does not attempt 

to be a stylist,he is an interpreter and argumentator.ile 

\ 

\ 

should thus be studied from that point of view. 

(II). 

■ Method and approach. 

The tradition of the ^uddhadvsita thinkers recognises 

two methods of exposition,the pramahs,method and the prameya 
-method.purusottama is said to have followed the former,while 

Eariraya arid others the letter method,What exactly is. meant 

/ 

» , / 

by this? The words pramanabala and prakeyabala are used by 

Yallabha himself,when he says in his frakasa on the Tattva- 

-dipanibandha at the end of the first chapter that he has 

expounded the meaning of the j§sTstras by taking recourse to 

the pramanabala,while he will speak out the decision on all 

3 

the topics by resorting to the prameysbala. The distinction 

2, A.B.P.p.415. ... 

3. pramanabalam asritya sastrartho vinirupita^, 

Prameyabalam asritya sarvanirnaya ucyate. T.S.P.p.168. 
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be tween the pramana and. the prameya methods seems to have 
started on the basis of this reference.The distinction 
however does not appear to be a very well-known one,and 

both the terms pr amanapaddhati and prameyapaddhati appear 
to have been very vaguely used.Purusottama explains the 
term premanabala as the decided implication of the pramanas, 

t # -t 

i.e.the prasthanas,foilowing their mutual reconciliation 

and harmonisation. Turusottama gives two explanations for 
the prameyabala.Firstly prameya is the Highest Lord,who is 
known by all the Vedas and the like.Be is omnipotent,even 

♦ i 

J 

then He is capable of particular actions in particular 

5 . 

forms,whieh fie assumes. This is the prameyabala. Secondly 
prameya may be understood in the plural referring to the 

.objects of our knowledge,obtained by means of our eyes etc. 
Their bala means their capacity to produce the particular 
effects.® What should be understood by the term pramana? 

^ ^ ^ m*m**9m m» mm m. mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm* mm mm mm mm mm mm ~ mm mm **•» mm mm mm m 

4. Pramansnaia vedadinam ferlbhagavatlntanaia balam paraspars- 
-virodhena nitcitam tatparyam ity arthah.T.S.lb.p.168, 

5. prameyasya sakalavedadivedyasya bhagavato balam sarva- 
-samarthatve'pi tattadrupema pr a t in iy a t a-1 a 11 akarya- 

-kartrtvadirupam. T, S, lb. p. 168. 

6. Prameyinam sasirahugrhltacaksuradijanyapreral? visayanam 
arthatfam va balam t a 11 a tkary a j an an a samar thy a m . 

T.S.lb.p.168. 
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In this particular contest it is to be restricted to/denote 
only the verbal testimony.This would lead to the consideration 

of the svatahprsmanyavada and the sabdabalavicara as against 
theparatshpramenyavada and the ar thabalavicar a respectively. 
On the basis of these two distinetions,Purusottama says that 
for those who accept^ that the means of proof are self-valid 

and who understand the iSastrartha on the' strength of the word, 
and who do not entertain any doubt regarding the theories 
taught in the Sastras,the first chapter of the Bibandha is 
written.Those who follow the peratahpramanyavada or who do 
not accept the pramanas to be self-proved, and who approach 
the festras on the ground of the hrthabala,may doubt the 
theories,that have been propounded,or they may accept wrong 

i 

t 

theories;for them the seeand chapter is written by the 
— ^ 7 

Aearya, It will thus be seen that the pramanabaLa is for those 
who follow the svatahpramanyavada and the sabdabala.,while 
the prameyabala is for others who adhere to the,oaratah- 

-p3fsman.y8.vida and the ar thabal a, When one proceeds on the - 

strength of the pr amah a, one ?/ould just make the statements 
regarding what is taught in.the scriptures.When on the other - 
hand,cue takes recourse to the prameyabala,one would discuss 

the whole point from the point of view of the prameya or 
y.Of.T.S.ib. p.168. 
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prameyas which are accepted to have certain characteristics • 

% 

/ ‘ * 1 « 

whereas one is srutitantra, the other is vastu-tantra. This 

difference can be seen clearly from Tallabha’s own treatment 

t t 

as found in the two chapters; 

The difference between the two methods can thus be 
explained*The pramana refers to the authoritative scriptural 
texts. Cto.e who follows the texts,the in junctions,prohibitions, 
meditation;knowledge and even devotion,according to the texts 
is called a pramananfargt or a meryadabhakta.But one who,ij?- 

-respective of Yedic rules-, approaches the Lord in ihdkanner 
of the Gopis^depending solely upon the Lora(Prameya),is called 
a prameyamargi bhakta*In other-words pramanamarga is the 

maryadamsrga,and the prameyamarga is the pustimsrga.The former 

completely follows the constitutional rules,while the latter 

solely relies upon the will of the Lord^irrespective of the 

< . 

canstitutioniWe can thus say that Purasottama is out and out 
a pramanamargijwhile Hsriraya is a prameyamargi; Bariraya and 
others who have followed the prameyamarga,have something of 

i * r t ,, 

mysticism in them: this is not found in Purugpttama. 

* * * * „ t 

* 1 ' % t 

f 

,, There are however certain distinguishing characteristics 

method of presentation and 


which ere found in purusottems's 
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discussion of various views.purusottama comes very late 

in the philosophical field in India.As we have seen in 

chapter ll,he had many well known c cm temporary scholars, 

who contributed some view .or other,while commenting upon the 
works of others or by means of independent compositions. 

Apart from that he had before him the works of scores of 
illustrious predecessors,whose views were considered 


authoritative.The Suddhadvaita again was a comparatively 
modern system.?urusottama therefore adopted a comparative 
method.When any particular point comes up for discussion, 
Purusottama is never contented by giving his own point of 

«-v „ 

view regarding iit.He refers to almost all the scholars,who 

have expressed their views on tliat particular topic;he 

\ 

refutes them if he thinks it proper- or otherwise he just 
keeps qui§t after giving their opinions and stating his own. 
Thus for instance, in the. very beginning of his pr as than 


-ratnakare,Purusottama deals with the determinate and 


r* 


indeterminate knowledge,He refers to the dhattas,the Bahyas, 

i 

the author of Yedlntaparibhlsa,the laiyayikas and the 

Prabhakares and gives the •view according to the Suddhadvaita 
after that,Again after, stating the view of tlie Bhaijtas,he 
also shows how the nirvikalpaka jn aha as understood in the 
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Bhatta school can be explained from the point of view of 

/ 8 ' 

the Suddhadvaita. He refers to the Rihilists and shows how 

9 

they should be refuted. While dealing with the savikalpaka 

he refers to the Ssmpradayika Kaiyayikas and Raman atha, whom 
■ 30 • _ _ 

he refutes, Jn the Khyativada he enumerates and explains 
all the theories of erroneous perception and shows hpw they 
are acceptable or unacceptable.Purusottama keep’s in his mind 
not only the different views expressed by the scholars ,but 
also the refutations that they have given of the rival 
systems. Thus for instance in his Prakasa on the hnubhasya, 

I.i. B.Purusottama gives the argument/ of those who think that 
Brahman can be inferred.He then refers to BKasfcara,who refutes 


this position.The arguments that have been advanced could not 
satisfy/ Ramanuja,who gives his own refutation.The statement 
of all this is followed by a reference to Uday r-nacarya,who 
has given independent arguments to prove that Brahman or 
I & vara can be established cm the ground of reasoning. 


purusottama then refers to the Sampradayikamata,the 
Abhinavamata and to Yijffahabhiksu and finally refutes them. 


11 


8. pr.pp.8-10. 

9. pr.p.10. 

10. Pr.pp. 13-14. 

11. A.B.P. pp.^L.?0-81. 
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Similarly under the next Sutra,he explains the Bhedabheda? 

-vsda of BHaskara* states its refutation as given by Yacsspati 

12 

Mi&ra and attacks Yaeaspati himself for this refutation. 

* r i 1 % 

This is the position not only in discussing a particular 

l 

f \ 

theory,but even in commenting upon the Anubhasya and other 

works. In the Praka^a on tlie Aaubhasya at the end of almost 

5 \ v * 

every Sutra or Adhikarana,we find a statement of the inter- 

* *l ** r 

-nretations of that Sutra/ or set of Sutras as given by 
■ 1 * * 

*■ t 

other commentators.While so stating the different inter- 

V 4 

-pretations,he shows how and why Yallabha differs from them 
and how they are faulty.Sometimes he just gives these inter- 

v / 1 

-pretations and does not make any comments,Thus for instance 
under sutra. II. ii. 18. |purusottama gives the interpretations 

of KamSnuja and BKaskara.The letter is similar to that of 

> t * 
f 

'Safokara. The same thing has been said with some minor 

* ‘ IQ • 

difference by others also,says Purusottama. It should be 
noted that Purusottama here makes no comments of his own. 
Similarly at the end of the Tarkapada,Purusottama refers to 
Ramanuja’s interpretation/ of the Sutras,II.ii.42-45. ,in 
which, Ramanuja defends the Bhsgavata system.He also refers 

* m mm mm m. mm *mmm*m*m rn»w»m> W»M» < 

12* A.B.P.pp. 92-95. 

13,1 bad eva kineid vailaksanyenanye' py ahuh.A.B.P.p.635. 
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to Msdhva who interprets the Sutras so as to repudiate the 
Sakto system.But he does not say anything for or against 

them.That is what we want to point out when we say that 

\ * 

Purusottsma adopts a comparative methodJHe compares the 
interpretations,theories and statements made by the scholars 
of his own school with those of others,and this he does, not 

just for the sake of refuting the other systems, which he 

' > 1 

very often does not refute/.What he puts before us is a 
thorough comparison of these views and interpretations with 

A * r ► f * * 

or without his comments.This is very helpful for a clear 
understanding of the Suddhadvaita,when compared with other 
systems. 

i 

Secondly we should fee: note that Purusottsma’s approach 

i 

to the problems,he would like to discuss,is analytic.When- 
-ever a certain point comes up for discussion,he does not 
skip over it by saying that this has been so ordered by %ke 

idarys or that this does or does not appear to be so.He 

would like to go to the root of the problem and with a 
thorough presentation of the original texts,he would proceed 
analysing the' whole topic.1$ interesting illustration of 

the seine can be found in a very scholarly and very 
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difficult discussion of whether the affix, 1 mayat* means 
‘vikara* or *pracurya*.Ifcder Sutra I.i.l2iPurusottama 

t 

refers to many grammatical works,right from panini’s 
Astadhyayi upto the Siddhlnter a tnakara of Ramakrsna.Similar 

/ 

• is his discussion of- almost all the topics.Ihcnever a certain 
word is used,he explains the exact implication of the term, 
if it is very important for the theory,that is propounded. 

He wants to give us a clear picture of what is implied by 

i “■ ' ' 

the particular term;he ,is never confused or confusing,We 

v. 1 

shall here take certain examples to illustrate this point. 


Individual souls are said to be anhas of Brahmen.In 

r „ t r * 

the BKagyapraka^a at the end .of the third pads of the second 
Adhyaya,Purusotiama discusses the exact implication^of this 

4f ' ' 

term.he says that the term ansa is used in the Martis and 

* 

v } 4 * 4 ^ 

the Sutras, while the term pHda is found in the Srutis.Both 

are homonyms and are therefore vague.The word an6a may be ' 

used for a limb,a son,s piece,a part of something specific, 

/ 

end a constituent part in a bundle.is the Sruti passage 
’irdlio to esa atma&o yat patnlh 1 shows,even a wife can be 
called an an&a. Similarly the term pad a also means a part or 





a limb. Even though any of these meanings can he used without 

l ' * 

being afraid of the contingency of resorting to laksana the 

* 4 »* ^ 

s t 

relation of the ansa and the anbin should be understood so 
as to be in accord with the analogies of the-spider and his 

web and the'fire and sparks.This being the case,the an&a must 

l / * 

be something like a part or a piece,the nature of which is not 
modified;it is therefore not completely or eternally separate 

5 

from the enfcin,nor is it just an attribute of the same. 14 . 

The term mays, is also similarly discussed and explained. 

Bhaskara says that mays is a revelation devoid of its object. 

/ t 

•According to Ramanuja it Implies surprise and wonderment. 

\ 

In the S'uddhadvaita however maya is a special power of the 

Lord.The proof for this is found in the Bhagavats passages 

like, ’Katavan mud ha niayiBhirrosy e ban no jigTsasi* 15 jgjyi . 

16 

thus means the deluding capacity of the Highest Lord. 

The term Bhakti in the Suddhadvaita means service and 
love to the Lord i.e.premaseva.Taking, his clue from the 
cryptic statement of Yallabha— *Bhsktibabd,&sya pratyayerihah 


14., A.B.P.pp. 766-767. 
15.Bhigavata.YIJI.ii. 4. 

16.1. B.P.p.876. - 


o 
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17 

prema,dhatvar-thah seva’ ,purusottama developes the idea 

thus;The meaning is expressed by the affix and the base 
together and primarily by the affix.So the affix ’Ktin'which 

is capable of expressing the ordinary meaning of a root , is 
here combined with the rooi’Bhaj 1 and so primarily expresses 

the set of worshipping.This is of the nature of service.The 
word seva has the conventional sense of physical activity,. - 

preceded by constancy or frequency,as can be- seen from the 
usages like strIseva, ausadhaseva etc .From the passages like 
’Mstsevaya pratitam ca* the said activity can be stated to 
be of the nature of service, hgain these passages inform us 
of the purnatva on account of the seva.lt is possible only 
when service is mixed with love,otherwise the trouble that 
it would give would prevent if from being called, a purusariha. 
This being the ease,love is the motive and as such the 
dominant factor in the seva.Thus it is the meaning of the 

affix,while the bodily service,which is subordinate to love, 

18 

is the meaning of the base. 

While explaining that the Highest Lord is r RasarUpa’, 


IV.T.Sn.p.p. 75. 
18.T.Sn.ib.p.75. 
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Purusottama enters into a discussion of the term Rasa.The 

term Rasa, he says,is used for the taste,//// viz.the quality 
which is grasped by the tongue,the mobile substance,th©' 
quintessence and that which produces happiness which c?nbe¬ 
en joyed.The scriptural passages,’Rasam hy evayam labdhvl- 

19 _ _ 

nsncIT bhavati*, ' ’Ko hy evanyat kah pranyad yady esa Ikasa 


t 20 


21 


anando ng syat,’ »R§a hy eva ansndayati* and others show 


that Rasa is the bliss,has the purpose' of keeping the life- 
-breath,has its place in the cavity of the heart and produces 
joy. Thus Rasa is * Hr d ay a s th apron i t an and a j an aka au and a. ’The 
joy which is produced of this,can be enjoyed in all the limbs 

i 

v 

and so it cam be said to pervade the whole body,even then 
passages like’sa mahaslha atm's jananlm’sbow its place to be 

/5 

the mind.Thus the sentiment which nroducei in accordance with 

A " 1 

the theories of the Rasabastra,is also an effect of the same 
Rasa. 21 


An analysis,though short,of the concept of sneha or 

love is also similarly found.Purusottama says that sneha is 
an attribute of the mind or'the soft!,it is mot desire. 

19, T‘eittirTya Tjpanisad.II.?// 

20. Taittirlya Upanisad.II. 7. 

Sl.Taittiriya Upanisad. II. 7. 

22.S. S.pp. 252-253, 
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f I like it,I have love for it,I am glad at it,but I do not 

t 

want it 1 ,such sentences are used,Similarly,it is not just 
knowledge,because ,knowledge may be also of our enemies,for 

whom we have definitely ho sneha,Thus sneha is a dharma- 

, 2 2 

-visesa. 

* 

Important concepts of other systems have also been 
discussed by our author in the same way. One such concept is 
sehgati.Pur us ottama explains sang at i as; ? An an t ar abh idhan &- 


-prayojakahksajanakajnanavisayo'nthah’.This means the desire 
to know why a certain statement is made after that which has 

already been made.That which is the object of knowledge , 
required to satisfy that desire,is celled sahgati.lt is 
sixfold,as stated in the werfee: 

Saprasshga upodghato hetutavasaras tatha, 
hirvahaikaikakaryatve sodha sehgstir isyste. 


prasahga is that which can not be avoided,when remembered. 
Upodghata establishes the topic in hand.He tut a is the 
relation between the dependent and that upon which it depends. 

Avasara is a ernething,which must be stated to satisfy the 
desire, which does not hinder the progress of the work. 


22.S.S.P.7. 




Kirvahakatva serves the purpose of advancing- the topic. 

Ekakairyatva produces an allied effect,HMs is the explanation 

of the nature of sahgati, and not its definition.purusottama 

himself would tike to explain sahgati 'as the upeksanarhatva, 

(not proper to be neglected) erf that, which is remembered,while 

23 

the discussion is being carried on by an intelligent man. 

Ketuta and others are the attributes of tiVupekslnarhatva 

and are included in the sahgati because they are related to 

.the seme.igain there is no limitation that sahgati is only 

24 

sixfold;other divisions can also be aeeommoiated. 

These and many other instances can be adduced to 
illustrate the analytical approach of Purusottama.Puru§ottama t s 
style and method would show that there is something of a 
modern scholar in him.He has some sense of history,which is 
said to be so very rare in the works of Indian thinkers. 

A pointed instance of this is found in the^amous Bhagavata- 

- svarupa vis ay aka's abkan iris svada, where in Purusottama discusses 

> ■* 

23. Savadhanapurusapr eyu jyamanav^kyaprayoj akatvena 

smr t asy opeksenariiat van? eve sahgatih. A.B.P.pp. 130-131. 

24. ' JhB.P.pp. 130-131. 




whether the Bhlgavata Purina is an old. woBk.Purusottama 

says that if the Bhagavata was a modern work,many authori- 

-tative writers would not have referred to it in- their works. 

25 

He than proceeds with a list of those authors and works, 

beginning with feamkara who in his Caturdasamstaviveka refers 
to the Bhagavata.He also refers to the commentaries on the 
Padmasahasrahama and Upade&asahasrt 5 SamvatsarapracTT$a of 
pracina Cr aud a ((?auaapada?) ,Hemadri vr atadanakhanda,Brakriya- 
-kaumudi of Ram ec endr a, Hsian irn ay adTp ikavivaran a of KreimKa- 


-clrya,Sacceritremiraanse of Viayanivasa Bhat'taoarya,Bhakti- 
-rasayana of ladhusudana Sarasvati,Bhaktira travail of Visnu 


-pur i,Xsemendrapraka&a of iOjSemendrajSivetattvaviveka of 
hppayja Diksita,B irnayasindhu,Bhagavadbhaskara,Dinakarodyo- 
-ta, and Gaturvimkativyakhya of Bhattoji DTksita. The list 

found here shows that Purusottsma has in him something of 
a modern scholar,who/lind out such references to prove the 

y 

antiquity or otherwise of a particular work.purusottama thus 
can be coaroared with a modern research scholar. 


25. Bhlg ava t s s varTXpavis ay aka& ahiCan ir as a vad 


8 . 




T.Sn.p.3. 




(III). 

Dialectics. 


The term dialectics has been used by most of the modern 
scholars for describing the philosophical method,as found in 
the Bhasyas,their commentaries,and other works of philosophy. 
Baldwin’s Dictionary explains the term thus; 

Dialectic:.In ancient philosophy and logic:pertaining to 
reasoning and argument,and (as a noun)a system or course of 
reasoning or argument.... 

Dialectics;(In education); The Art of teaching by means of 
discussion as seen in Plato’s Dialogues and involving as with 
Socrates inductive appeals to special instances.^ 

Dr. P. D. Ch an dr a tr e in his thesis on Methodology points out 
certain important distinctions between platonic dialectic and 
Vada-paddhati,as followed by Sanskrit writers.^hile we may 

not here enter into a discussion regarding this point,it will 

be sufficient to say that the term dialectic has been loosely 
used for the Tod a method. 

. t 

Tatsyayana-Bhasya on the Hyayasutras of (leutama informs us 

mm *** i * mt *** *** *** ***■ ** *** *** '*•" *** *** *** +** mm " r< ■ m ** mm mm iw mm mm mm ^ mm. «m <m mm m 

26-Baldwin.Dictionary of philosophy and psychology.Vol.I.p.278. 
27.Chandratre.Methodology .p. 238 if. 
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that there ere three types of lathe or debate,Yada.Jalpa.arid 

*S J- 

Yitanda. ^Yada proceeds with the sole purpose of arriving at 

29 

the ascertained truth. Gautama calls, it a discussion with 

students,teachers,co-students End persons,who are interested 

30 1 

in reaching at right conclusions. Yatsyayana describes it 

> 1 - ' .* .« ' « ' 

as a collection of statements made by various speakers for 

if > > 

arguing out various views leading ultimately to the acceptance 

31 

of one of these views as the demonstrated truth. Gautama 
defines Vada as ’Pramenat ar kaSadhsnopalambhah siddhanta- 
viruddhah peBcavayavopapannah paksapratipsksaparigraho 

Op 

Yadah.* Chandratre translates it as: *Vada consists in 

* \ t ' 

■cutting forward (by two persons) of a conception- and counter- 
-conception, in which there is supporting and condemning 
by means of proofs and reasonings-neither^ of which is 
quite opposed to the main d©etrine(or thesis) and both of 

gS.Tisrah katha bhavanti,vado,jalpo vitapda ceti. 

Yatsyay an a-Bliasya. p. 70. 

29. fn ttvsnirnayaphalah kathaviseso vadah. Sarvadarfeanasahgraha* 

p.239. 

30. Tam sisyagurusabrahmacarivibistasreyorthibhir anasuyi- 
bliir abinipeyat.Nyayasutras.lY.ii.48. 

31. ^adah khalu hanapravaicferkah pratyedhikaranasadhano'nya- - 

-1 ar adhi kar an an irn aysvadan o, vaky as amOhah. 

Tl tsySyaha-Bhasya.p.6. 

32. Nyayasutras. I.ii.l. 




which ere carried on in full accordance with the method 

33 

of reasoning through five factors.*' 

Pautama defines jalpa as ; *Yathoktopapanna& ehala- 

ja t in igr ah as t hah as?Tdh an op a 1 ambho jalpah. * '"^He explains 

35 

vitanda as : *Sa pr a t i p a k s a s tlie p an ahTn o vit end's. * '* in 
jalpa the disputant tries to overthrow the opponent and 
repudiate him in any way right or wrong.The vitends is 
purely destructive,wherein the opponent is just refuted, 
while no alternative thesis is offered.Thus the Yada is 
healthier than the other two. 

The Platonic dialectic,as explained by Booking, 
comes very near to this.^yocrates and Plato developed a 
mathod of mental experimental on, which Plato called the 
’Dialectic’-a method well-fatted for use in conversation 
or dialogue.lt consisted in taking up any belief,one of 

the speakers chose to present;treating it as an hypothesis, 
and following it ruthlessly to its extrene conclusions. 

If for one reason the consequences of the hypothesis were 

mm mm mm mm mm mmmm mm mm mm mm «*> mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm -mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm -m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm ""**** mm mm mm w mm mm mm m* ^ mm 

33.Chandratre.Me thodology.p.31. 

34.11 yayastfbr as.I.ii. 2. 

35 ,S yayasutr as. I. i i. 3. 
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unacceptable,a new hypothesis must be tried;and the process 
may be continued until one is found which leads to no 
error.Thus the dialectic is a progressive thinking process... 
The true hypothesis would be the dialectical survivor.’ 

Coming .to the Indian Vida,we can say,following Dr. 
Chandratre,that according to the definition of Gautama, 
quoted above there are three features that constitute a 
Vada.Firstly the contrary view points should/be supported 
and condemned by means of proofs and reasonings. Secondly 

none of the view points,accepted or repudiated must be 
entirely against the mein thesis.Vatsyayana explains the 

significance of this condition when he says that the 
fallacy of cQntradiction(Hetvabhasa) of SidAkahtavirodha, 

can be used in the Yada,but the proper place for the 

* * , 

clinchers or nigrahasthanas is the jalpa or vitanda,snd 
oa - 

not Vada.Third condition of the tad a is that both the 
supporting and condemning roust be ^accordance with the 


36.1.E.Bocking:Types of Philosophy.p.iS9.quoted by 
Chandratre:Methodology.pp. 8S-30. , 

37,SiddIantam abhyupetya tadvirodhi viruddhah iti hetva- 
-bhlsasya idgrshastKanasyenujffa vade.Yatsjianafohasya.p. 70. 

'.Also see.Jalpe higrahastlianaviniyogad vade tatpratisedhah. 

Yatsyayanabhasya.p. 70. 
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reasoning of five-membered syllogism.lt should be however 

noted that mostly all the writers caa the'Vedanta earry on 
with the three-membered syllogism sonsisting of pratijfta, 
hetu and udaharana. ; 

In the light of what has been stated, above,we would 
like to examine the Yadagranthas of Purusottama. 'The Vada- 
-granthas would in themselves provide for a very important 
study of Purusottaraa’s dialectic^, because they are indepen- 
-dent, compact and to the point.A glance at' these Vada- 
-granthas will shoitf that Purusottama begins many'of his 

i *“ * 

Yadas with a verse, in which he makes a certain statement, 

l 

according to the accepted hypothesis of his view.The said 

'> 

statement is challenged by the Opponent,who does not 

* * ^ 

subscribe to the view and ’thus argues against it.Thus the 

' • , * t ‘ *1 < \ 

discussion starts.An analysis of some of his Yldas is 
given below;so that we may be able to find out the 

t , . M ; j \ r 

.salient features of.,his Vfclagranthas*, .•. ; , 

I <• » - , , , i 

V rj A ■» 

. The prahastavada,as we have-already said,is a 
composite work of three actions or' avail taravidas.lt begins 

”' , . 1 i »* * 

with the verse; - • : 
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orutilirasi yasya mahima nirupadhir 


Isc/pi jasya khalu mahima, 

Tam Krsnam adimurtim namaki 

* * • 

liravsdyassdgunam brahma. 


le first quarter leads to the discussion on the 
mectning of the Tedantas.The opponent asks as to how the 
first quarter can be explained.Purusottaraa replies that 
all the Vecfantas teach Brahman i.e.they are Brahma-para, 

The follower*/ of temkare points out her.e the VA-fastsvika- 

brahma-paratva» } to which the author says that this is a 
srauta system and qjly the Gratis should be accepted as 
the valid Pramana and the thoughts,which go against them, 
should be countered on the strength of res soiling, which does 
not go against the feru.tis.Tbe author then goes on to show 

how the belief in the Sopa&hiks-brahma-paratva of the SSrutis 
is untenable,as it is not vouched for by the scriptural 
evidence.That Brahman' has attributes is made out in the 

Srutis end oply the material attributes ere rejected.Thus 

Brahman is an abode o.f contradictory attributes.So far, 
Purufottsma bases all his observations on the scriptural 


Prh.p.3, 
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■passages,hundreds of which ere quoted and interpreted. 


Purusottams now attacks the theory of Avidya on logical 
grounds.He asks whether hvidya is with or without beginning, 


whether it is related to the jiva or Brahman,and whether 


it is sat,asat,both sat 


and seat d/4 or neither sat nor 


as a t. P ur us oh tain a points out that none of these alternatives 

Oft 

is acceptable, ''purusottama again comes back to the 
scriptural passages which he explains in extenso to show 

s 

how they can not be called upon to prove the theory of 
maya.Purusottams at the end proves the avikrtaparinamavada 

on the scriptural authority and finally comes again to his 

point,’Tasraac chruti&irshi nirupadhir eva brah 

_ ,40 

prstipadyate iti supapannam.’ 


The second part of the JJrahastavada is said to be 
based on ihe second quarter of the verse quoted above. 

Purusottama begins with a question.Accepting that Brahman 
has endless forms,should all the forms be accepted as 

equal or should fee think that one of them is principal and 
the others are subordinate? Som€jX>hin|| that it is in fact 

^ t0tm p* er# ** ^ p** 4R ee *** **** T 1 

39. Prh.pp.21-SB. 

40. Prh.p.34. 



formless but assumes forms owing to may a and so, whether 
they are equal or subordinate in relation to one another, 

does not make any difference,Others say that, all the 
forms are miyika,of them that of ?ionu is the highest. 

Still others opine for feiva.The followers of Bhedavsds 
make out that only one is Brahman,while the other/ is' 
jiva.The author then says that in fact Brahman is beyond 
the three qualities,regulates the m^ya,is an abode of 
contradictory qualities and is thus endowed with all the 
forms.lt is and is not an agent,it is thus not an object of 
any dispute,it is faultless and on the analogy of blind 

men and an elephant, it assumes various forms to give the 
reward to various worshippers.The theory of rnaya has already 
been refuted.The Bhedavada is not taught by the Gratis. 

Thus the difference of the forms should be discussed.Out 

of these the Highest is transcendental and another is of 

the nature of Vibhuti,the others are still inferior to it. 

_ 41 

Which of them is Mahamahimayukta? This is a sort of 
introduction to what Purusottama really wants to write. 

He then states the views of Appsyya Biksita as found in 
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ISiTataid; va vive k a, and refutes Mm thoroughly with a- 
Taisnavaite interpretation of the &rutis,Smrtis,puranas, 
end all that.lt the end he says that Bhsgavat is the 


/ ' 


principal for® of Brahman,and Siva is the main Yibhuti. 


Thus the proposition in the second quarter of the verse 
is established. ■ ‘ 


The third part deals with the third quarter of the 
said verse.Purusottama here says that Ersna is the Adi- 

-iffSrti and discusses it on the basis of the puranss and 

’ i 

minor Upanisads, and refutes the contention that Krsnatva 

* * * 

is rniyika. 

1 * * 

PanditakarabhindipaLa is something like an extension 

of the second part of the Prahasta. It begins with: 


Vividhesu Yividhaphaladah hivadirupah sada svayam 

tv agunah, 

43 

Bhaktesa nirgunatvam kurvan hqrir uttamo jayati. 

The whole discussion is based'- on the first quarter and 
is directed against ^aivism.The basis here is of the 

*** *"* j ***** 

42. Prh.p.233. 

43. Panditkarabhindipala.Avataravadlisili.p.247. 
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Puranas and minor scriptural texts. 

Bhedabhedasvarupanirnaya begins with: 


,Vi_ 


Br ehm'Sbhed opas ah a j j^nanafo va 
Brahmatmaikye'py arch at am atyajantah, 
lasyaisvaryad asate yanniysotyas 


fam ISrlkrsnam devadevam n am ami. 


44 

* Jt «ti 


The verse thus states,the oneness of Brahman and eftman, 
the ansatva of the individual soul inspite of the said 
oneness and that everything is controlled and regulated 
by the Highest lord.Thus it is necessary to discuss whether 
the abheda tolerates the bheda or not.The opponent argues 
that it does not,and makes out a, case for absolute Monism. 
Purusottama replies that the theory of Satkeryavada,which 

f 

is based on the Srutis,shows that everything existed even 
prior to the creation.So the attributes like akara and 
kaTyatva should be accepted as existing in Brahman.If they 
are different from Brahman,it would go against the 
Advaita^rutij^.Hence we should accept that Brahman is 
endowed with the required attributes and is t|re cause. 


44 0 Bhedabhedasvarupanirnaya.Padavall. p. 16. 



The effects are one with' the cause,though they are 
mutually different f roia one another.Similar is the ease • 
with the relation of Brahman and Jsgat.The relationship 
between Brahman and the jivas is like that of gold and 
a lump of gold.This is also abheda,which tolerates bheda. 

As here the whole argument proceeds on the bases of 

i 

Satkaryavada,Purusottama has to refute the isatkaryafada, 
and the belief in the prstgabhava.This is based on reasoning 

and not verbal testimony.?urusottama again comes back to 
his point and shows how the Bhedasahisnu-abheda is to be 

aceepted in the states of deluge and liberation. 

v< 

\ 

Srstihhedavada is a very important work of Purus ottama. 
It begins with: 

To lilaya kila gavam avahaya gotram 

Baste' tikomalatame krpaya dadhara, 

fadrupam etad akhilam yata asa yasmat 

. 45 

Sadvad vibhati tarn ajam sarsnam prapadye. 

The statement of the third quarter is called in to 
question by those,who believe in the Paramanuvada. 
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Purusottama refutes them by strongly attacking the very 

thesis that the paramahus can be the cause.The definition 
of the attorn, as giYen by the Yaibesikas, is criticised by 
him vehemently .He says that it is not from the subtle that 

the |ross is produced,cn the other hand the gross cause 
gives rise to subtle effects,as can be surmised from various 

instances .Purusottama also takes the opportunity to refute 
the concept of AbKava.After thus repudiating the arambhavada, 
Puruspttama refers to the Aninvars sahkhyas and their 
theories.They are esswered mainly on the scriptural grounds, 

though the nan-sentiency of the Prakrti is also pointed out. 
Thus Purusottama says that, the sentient Brahman should be 
accepted, as the material and the efficient cause as also 

/ Afi 

the agent of the world co the authority of the Srutis. 

How Purusottama here refers to the Elcadefein who does not 
agree to the theory of Paring® a and who therefore advances 

the Yivsrtjavada.The author here details the arguments of 

the mayavsdin ,f or rejecting the Slhkhyan parinaiaavsda and 

i t 

accepting the cfaya fad a .P ur us o 11 ama refutes the mayavads also 

am -Mt — * mum mm mum — mi l 

46.Tasmad brahma eetanasn jagats up'i'daham nimittam kartr 
ceti brutibhya eva mantavyam. Yadavali.p.96. 
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4? 

on scriptural authority,though he uses logic also. At 
the. end the feuddhadvaita -views of Ivirbhava-iirobtava 
end Avifertaparinama are fully explained. 

•> ' r 

In the beginning of the Khyativada we have the 
following verse: 

Yanmayaya bahihksipta khysyate buddhir artha'vat, 

_ 48 

Kivariate ca yadbodhet tarn namarni jsnardaaam. 

* » > t 

The objector can not agree to the first line,but 
Purusottama answers his objections and says that he is 
in favour of the Anyal&yati.Purusottema, refers to the 
h aiysyikes,who believe in the Anyathmhyati .This is 

- \ i v 

refuted on purely logical grounds.Similarly the Bhattas, 

the Prabhakares, the Mlyavadins,the Sahkhya and Eamshuja 

* 

are referred to,All are refuted except the last,whose 
view is also not. accepted in toto.The difference in the 

views held by the Vibistadvaita and the iSuddhadvaita is 
described and explained by the author .Purusottama shews 
how both Akhyati and.Anyairhyati are accepted in his 
system, 

4?. Srs t ibhed avad'a. fldavall. p. 104. 

48.' Khyativad a.Yadavall. p. 119, 
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Andhakaravada is introduced with the verse: 

Bars ay a hatha guKHyam tamovrtayam s vat ah samagatya, 

_ _ -. 49 

lucukunda iva saysne mayi krpayanehasapi vapuh. 


\ 

The opponent does not agree to the term tamovrtayi® because 
the tamas which is just absence of light,can not envelope 
anything.Purusottams refers to the view that the tamas is 
the separate, sub stance. According to the f ol lowers of Ksnlda 
darkness is not a substance.Similar is the view of the 
author of pratyakiaitiadnpika. Purusottama says that Taross 
is a substance,which is capable of enveloping.and which is 


an effect of may a,which is the iimla-sakti.In proving this 
he refutes both the Taibesikas and the author of Pratysk- 


-tattvadlpika. 

Pratibimbavada similarly is intended to prove that 
the image is a separate object altogether.The discussion 
is introduced with the verse: 


Jyotis tamalanilam kerunasil&m muda staumi, 
Hsrati tamonikuratabam yatpratibimbam svakiyanatn. 


50 


The second line is objected to by the disputant who says 
that the Pratibimba is not an existing entity at all. 
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49. Andhaklravada.fadevail.p<131. 

50. Pr at ib imb avid a. Tad ava IT. p. 19 3, 
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purusottama refutes the .arguments and says that it is an 
entity on the ground of verbal testimony and also on account 

of pereeption.lt is different from other objects because of 
its nfayikatva.Fe refers to other views also,though he does 

not name any of the theorists. 


■Ti vaprat ib imb atvakhsnd an avid a begins with, 

Yao cidaiakesu j'rvesu pretibimbldirupetam, • 

Tad anti matabhedais tarn srlkrsnam sarvadasraye. 


51 


The Opponent does not agree with the theory of inhatva 
and says that jTva is a Prstibimba or an 'abhasa.Purusottama 
here enumerates six views,held by the followers of Sarnksra. 
Purusottama refutes those views on the basis of reasoning 

t 

and scriptures both and establishes the theory of An&atva. 


Jvirbhavstirobhavavada is a very important work in as 
much as it deals with the theory of Manifestation and no|v 
-manifestation,which constitutes the basic plank of the 

Suddhadvaita.The first verse runs: 

Yadavirbhava "in and a avirbhavati sarvatah, 

_ 50 

Tirohha^anti santapas tarn Sr aye goiculesvaranu ‘ 

M «*» mm •*»*++-**»**•> m* mm m** me***• ****—** ^* ****** **—*** ~ ~ ~* ^ ** ^ ** " m ‘** * * 1 — 1** m* » wm ** ^ ** 

51. JTvapratibimbatvakhandanavada.Yadavall,p.1?0. 

52. Ivirbhavatirobhava vaci a.Yadavall. p. 182. 




The opponent says that one who does not agree to the 
production. and destruction of the effects can not also 
explain the manifestation and non-manifestation .Purusoitama 
makes out a very strong case for his view»He discusses the 
Sstksrya van a, u t-patti,pragebliava and all the theories 
connected with the Abhavas. vehemently refutes them and 
finally explains the Suddhadvaita concept of manifestation 
and non-manifestation and how it is to be applied to the. 


creation of the world and the jivas. 

Lastly we shall refer to the idmlilapanavidhvamsavada, 
which is metrical and thus unique in certain respeets*It 
does not begins with a verse to which the opponent objects 
Pur usottama here strsightly plunges into discussion,when he 

says that certain followers of the Sakta system doubt the 

\ 

Saktitva of the Highest lord, looking to the ornaments worn 


by him.Purusottama gives the authority of scriptures to 

* 1 ' 

prove the* masculine character of god .lie also refers to 
the Svlminyastana and the Sarasvatisthapona, 

We will not give an analysis of other Talas li,ke the 


ijrdhvapunuradliaranavada or the TulasTmaladh&ranavala, f irstly 
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because many of thep are important only for the 

Suddhadvaita practices and secondly because the Fades which 
we have referred to will be sufficient fox* studying the 


vada-paddhati of purusottama.A study of the abo?e Vadas 
will make clear the following points. 


Most of the Vedas of furusottarea follow a definite 
fixed pattern.The first verse in almost each of these tracts 
is written in the form cf a benediction,but besides,it also 


suggests the hypothesis.which is immediately tried.Soae- 


- times we find, as in the first part of the Pr ahasta,tli«-t 
logic is subordinated to scriptures,but that is quite 
in keeping with the accepted view that the &abda is the 


highest authority in the Suprasensuous realms 0 f 
iiietaphysics.lt must however be stated to the credit of 
purusottama,that whenever he is against a certain theory, 
he uses logic if that particular theory is. advanced on the 
ground of reasoning and only when the opponent adduces 
scriptures in his support^,Purusottama meets on that 

ground.The part and even the whole of the Prahasta- • 

-bade is directly concerned with the scriptures.When how- 
-ever the oceassion arises the discourse is carried cm 



with' re as caiing. Other hypotheses are also put forward, as in 
Srstibhedsvsda and Xbyetivada.They are however refuted by 

s 

our author,who gives 'various arguments,logical end scriptural- 
to support his own vffiffiW and to refute the views of others, • 

We may sa$ that this comes very near to the 'flatonie 


Dialectic,as explained by Hooking.There is however one very 

important point of difference.In Platonic Dialectic the 
first hypothesis which has been put forward need not be 

necessarily accepted and other views are tried when the 
first is found unacceptable.In the Vadagranthas,as we have 
seen,the hypothesis suggested by the benedictory verse is 

the authors own view about the point.Thus the same is 
finally accepted after other rival theories are rejected. 


It can be pointed out,though it is very rare,that the 


rival theory is not entirely repudiated,while it is neither 


accepted fully.Thus Ramanuja’s view about erroneous 
perception is not completely refuted' in the Khyativada, 


We can as well say that these tracts satisfy the 

; - * \ 

requirements of the Indian Tads*The contrary view points 

are supported and refuted on the basis of proofs and 



have noted 


above 


that proofs fop a Yedantin 


t 
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include^ scriptures as the final authority.They sre to be 


supported by tarka or reasoning.The sncierns logicians 
classify tarka into 11 but the modern school accepts only 
5: Atmssrsya(Ignoratio glenchi), any onyadraya(Petitio 
principii) ,cakraka(circle) ,8naT8Stha(regressus ad infinitum), 
end preraanabadh.itarth apr asahga(redactio ad absurdurn). The 
other sis ore: vyaghata,iaghava,gaurava,utssrga, apavada,and 

vai jstya, 5 %my of these tarkae are very often found in the 

1 

Vadas of Purusottaioa.We may here takej^ some illustrations. 

t 

The PraiaanebadhitarthapraStaiga is found in the Bhed"a- 
-bhedasvarupanirnaya / when our author says that if the 
attributes like akara,Icaryatva,and the like are not accepted 

as existing in Brahman before creation,the scriptural 

( 

passages teaching of the satkaryavada would be rendered 
meaningless.If the effects are said to exist separately 

’L 

from Brahman,it would go against the passages teaching 

oneness .Hence for reconciling these two,we shall have to 

accept Brahman,which is endowed with these attributes, 

% 

a | 

as the cause. 04 This is Praman abadhiiihthaprasahga. 

53. Cf.Sarvadarfeanasahgrahs.pn.238-233. 

54. Yadavail.p.18. 
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The fault of anyonyasraya has been pointed out by 
Purusottarns in the Views of those who believe that I"svara 

is the sentiency reflected in the impressions of the creatures, 


remaining under the influenced of maya,which has its abode 
in Brahman:said jlva is the sentiency reflected in the internal 


organ imagined by laaya.'fo this Purusotiaraa says that the 

reflection must be accepted only of that wkich is not 

^ \ 

defiled by u.pedhis on the ground of the illustrations of 
ghatsfcaba etc.This being the case,Idvara cannot possibly 
be accepted as existing,because the mayatamas has its own 
solid conetitotals and the like and thus they would obstruct 
the impressions.(DhTvasaiiBs) if the constituents are not many, 
then the hetu cannot be explained and if one believes in 
the nature as such,it would lead to the contingency of 
svabbavavada.Besid.es there will be pititio principii in so 


far as the svabhava can be explained / only when reflection is 

, > 

established and the reflection can be accepted,only when the 

svabhava is established.Shus there is anyonyasraya between 

__ 55 

svabhava ana pratibimba. > 


Db.Tadsvali.p. 



»> 
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IfcnH&roya sad anarastha are found together when 

✓ * 

Purusottama is refuting the concept of production in the 

• f 

asatkaryavada.-As it is with number,so with production also 

**1 

we should believe that production is produced.This is not only 
without any proof Tout it leads to the fallacy of regressus 

because utpstti requires another utpetti,this again the third 
and so on.It should not be stated that utpatti is produced 

fro® it self, can the basis of the usages like 'Utpattir jata ? , 


because tlxab would be atiryfsrsje. 


06 


Besides these which hare been illustrated here,there are 

jn any other reasons found in V ur us ot tarns 1 s argument at ion. Thus 

♦ o _ _ 50 # 59 

for instance we find nianabhava, drstantabhlava, prasiddhatva, 

_ 60 _ . 61 
kelpanag-aurava, ativyapti, etc. 

-The second requirement of a Tada is that both the 

view points should not be completely against the ymm 
thesis.The idea behind this requirement is,as we have seen 


•58. Yedavall. p. 189. 
57.Ibid.p.86. 

.lbid.p.189. 

.Ibid.p.18'7.- 
60.1bid.p.189. 

61. Ibid.p. 201. 



above, that the c lino here ehould not be used in a Vada, 

„ * * * * 

the proper piece, for the© being Jialpa or vitandi.In the 

Yadas of our author the contingency of ,Sid4hentabh'shga . 

i , * 

t 1 

is very often found used against the adversary .We shall 
see one illustration of this. 


- The atom in defined in the Ysi'sesika system as • 

« Bhautifeatve sati nityo gatiman paramanuh. ’What’ is the 
bh&utikatva here?Is it bhuta-sambaridhitva?In that case 
all the pro® or dial elements like earth do not exist in 
the beginning of creation;there can be no question of 
the bhuta-sambaadhitva.If the opponent takes into account 
the existence of space,it would also include the mind, 

and thus the definition will be too wide.If for averting 
this contingency he refuses to accept the creation as 

such,the ’atoms themselves ean not exist end this would 

* 

be tantamount to Side bant abb eng a. 

The third requirement of a Tad a is regarding the 
five-membered syllogism.The writers cm the Yedanta, 
however,do not generally give all the five but they give 
only the first three ©embers vi z .I J r a t ijHa,He t u,and 
'(Baharaixa.purasottamn 1 s Vaiss afford us with many 


62.Yad avail.p.85 * 
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syllogisms. 

One important point which we should not note is 
that the Ya&as of purusottama never assume the form' of 

jalpa or vitanda.Most of his Yadagranthas sre; intended 

to prove something end not to disprove'something.The 
Prahesta and the Kha^Iaiapanavidhvansa Vodas are specially 
directed against the £>aivas and the 'S'aktas respectively,, 

hut there is not just an attitude of putting down an 
adversary.In the Prahasta purusottama' proves that 
Brahman is the teaching of the Yedahtas,that feiva is 
the principal Tihhuti and that Zrsna is the malarupa. 

In the IOi aialap sn a v idh vans aval a we find that Purusottama 
tries to emphasise the personal aspect of Bod.One may 
perhaps point out that the Jivapratibimhatva^handanavada, 

as its name indicates, is mefit to- refute the theory of 
the followers of kamkara.Tke' last verse of the Yada also 
lends support to this. %ut we should bear in mind that 
after refuting the theory of' p r a t ib imb a ,P ur us o i t am a 
shows how the theory of eB&atva is faultless.The 
Prasanga dialectics is often found in these works,when 


> #•* M>» 4M» *•» *** ■*> -mm *** ' 


63.1ti 'srivaliabKaoaryavacl® asayagooarara, 

Pr at ib i rabadirupat vaicb and an am, vi&adikrtam. 

Yadavali.p. 182 . 


\ 
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purusottama- offers different alternatives for under- 
-stsnding the opponent’s theory and rejects all of them. 

But the trend of arguments is never destructive for the 
sake of being simply destructive.The alternatives are on 
the other hand offered to show the inherent inconsistencies 
in the theory,which is attacked,Thus when he says that 
the mays is neither sat,'nor asat,nor .again both sat and * 
asat and not even different from both sat and asat,he 
points out how the theory of maya cannot be logically 

i 

explained and accepted. 


The observations,which, v/e have made regarding the 
■yadagranthus,are equally applicable to the discussions, 
that ere found in other works of our author. 

.As regards the fallacies of reasons (hetvabhasas) 
the author himself discusses the topic in his prasthana- 

-ratnakara.We would line to give here his own explanations 
and illustrations.The Naiyayikas classify fallacious 
reasons into five,sa vyabhioara,viruddha,sa t-pr etipaksa, 
asidol a and badhita. 

Savysbhicars is the straying reason which is explained 
% 1 
as;Sodhyatadabhavasadhakataya pratlyanianah.lt is twofold, 
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c omm on (Sadhar an a) arid one omm on {as adharana). The former is 

that which proves both the.sadh$a and.its absence by 
positive c one omitance ,e .g.idumavan Yahneh.The latter does 
the same by negative coneomit8aoe,e.gj3abdah anityah. 
ISabdatvat.Tho logicians give a third variety also called 
non-con elusive (anupasamhar in), which is explained as, 


Ivrttis’adhyakatva.e.g.Ahasavan.bisah.Sometimes it is 
understood as ke vaiarivayidhartfovaechinnapaksaka.e.g. 
Sarvam anityam.Prameyatvat.The. fault here lies with the 
obstruction in understanding the negative concomitance. 


Adverse reason or viruddha beta. is explained as, 

) 

sadhya-asamenadhikarano hetuh.'fhe hetu is not coev^al 
with the sadhya but is entirely different from it.e.g. 
Qadh.A&vatvat,This,says ?urusottama,is not different from 
tbe svarupasiddhi.. 


Sat-pratipaksa or opposable reason is that which 
obstructs the understanding of the sadhya.e.g.Jalam 
uaiaiD .Bp sr^avatt vat .W osn am .Ate j as t vat. 

Tihestsbiished reason or asiddha is. explained as: 


f Vyabhiearsc!y any aperamsrbaprat ibandhakatavacchedakadharma- 
-tvam asiddhih.’It has three varieties.(l)Svarupasiddhi, 


i 
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e.g.Ghatah prthlvi.Patatve.t.{ Z) Asrayasiddhi,e.g.(>8g8nakafflal8in 
surabhikam alam.SurabhikaGialatvat. {S) Yyopyatvisiddhi ,e ,g. the 


Dhliaanisthavyapti it' absent in a cloud of dust,It can also 
be said to exist when the Saahye or the hetu is unknown. 


Badha or stultified reason is explained as; ’Pakse sadhya' 
-'slinyatTam!/Thus for instance fire does not'exist in water. 


Besides the five, which have been enumerated above, 
purusottaiQs says that upedhi is also a fallacy.lt is defined 

as : 1 Sedhya vyapakatve seti c adhanavylpakatvam upadhih. ’Thus 
for instance the syllogism like, 'Yaglya hinsa adharmaSadha^am 


hin sat vat. 'has this fault because it does not take into account 

64 

the nisedha of hinsa when enjoined in the scriptures. 


One important point,which vie may here note with regard to 
the dialectical method of Purusottama,is that as an honest 
debater,he does not resort to the unfair means of argumentation 

i < 

as employed in the jalpa or .vitanda.Pialectic quibbling or 

chela is one such way which means a wilful misrepresentation 

65 

of the views of the opponent. It is classified into three, 
vak-chala,saman;4ya-chaia and upaCara-ehala.In the first,the 
meaning which is cot intended to be conveyed 4 is assumed,when 


64. pr. pp. 144-146. 

65. V 8 e ana v agha t o' r th a vi ka Ip op ap a t ty a chalam.hyeyas'utras.I. ii. 10. 





the statement of the opponent is vague.In the second an 
absurd signification is urged, by using too generic a term. 


i'he third is based on the secondary meaning of the words.lt 
is xieces* ary that the views of the opponent should be correct' 
-ly presented before they are at tacked, and we find this 
particular virtue jn the discussions of Purusottama,who has 
ne-er taken recourse to any of the chalas.mentioned above. 

Met only so, but at iseay places we shall find the quotations 

of the view-points of others.Thus for instance the catuskot- 

* * 

-ika dialectics of the Bsaddles, "the theory of Syadvada, 

_ S7 

as explained by iinantavirya, fhe views of logicians, 

i 

Mlminsakas and others given in the werke of Purusottama 
would show that Purusottama is always careful in the 


presentations of the opinions of others Jot only so but 
at some pieces he would also show the contents of certain ' 

books.Thus for instance he says that the Sahkhya,well-known 
by the name of Eapilasutras,has two versions.One has 28 ■ 
Sutras and is commented upon by PanoaSikha,the other is 


SMkhyapravacanasutr a in 


6 Mhy ay as.While the first version 


66. A.B.P.p.658. 

67. A.B.P.p.664. 
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just mentions the topics taught in the system,it is the 

68 

second which explains them fully. 

We have noted above that Purusod&ama has the dignity 


and elegance of style. As a result of this he does not 
often jeer at his opponents. The accusations against 
llamksra found in the works of ?allabha and Vitthaleba are 
almost totally absent. He treats Saiikara, Ramanuja and 

Madhva , all the Acaryss with equal re speed:, as can be seen 
from the fact that he neyer uses singular number for them. 

t 

Singular is used by him only for# Srikantha and Bhiksu, for 


neither of whom he seems to have much regard. lor &rlkantha 

of course the sectarisn^pirit might have invited criticism, 
and lowered the position of his school a purnsottaaa also has 


adopted a critical and liberal attitude.There is however 
sometimes some caustic criticism from his pen,°^ but they 

68. A.B.P. p.154. 

69.0f.(1)Ata evam satyepi yat tadsvicarenah and am aye duhkha- 
-stitvaKathanam tod granthakrto mahaduhkhasemskarasya 
prably am eva garoayati iti dik.A.B.P.p.199.This is against 
w3smkara.(2.) Ata id am b hi ksavaiy agry adafe ay am evavadid iti 
dik.A.B.P.p.23?.This is against 7i jeanabhiksu. (3) Yai&esi- 

-kadarfcanasya ulukarupina ksnedena ketatvat.. .Yadavall. 
p. 140.This is against the Taifeesikas in the Andhakaravada 

etc. 
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ere very rare .Barring sane stray passages we can say that 
Purus ottama maintains a high standard, below which he does 

hot go. 

The last point,which we should take in to account in 

relation to Purusottama’s argumentation is whether he/is 

himself* open to the charge of* punarukta,which is a clincher 
In many of his works the same arguments are repeated,The 

theory ii;ft darkness is an object is fougd discussed in 

„ . 90 71 

the pi'asthanaratnaXore, "Andhakaravada, and in the 

Avaranabhshga. ”%imilarly tne theory of jiva-pratibiabatva 

is refuted strongly in the ?rasthanaka tnakara, the Yada 


bearing the same name, and the Avaranabhanga. '°T?hat an 
individual soul is atomic is proved in the Avaranabhahga, 

nn 

and Anubhasyapraka^a. The way in which God can be 
realised is explained in the An ub hssy apr a kas a, and 


75, 


76 


70. Pr.p.lll.ff. 

71. Andhak*aravada.YFdavalT.p. »3' H) 

72. Tp.S.Ab.p.l25.ff. 

?S, Pr.p.l29.ff. 

74. JivapratibiffibaWakkcndanavaua.YadsvalT.p. tve> (rfr 

75. T.Sn.Ab.p. 102.ff. 

76. T.S.Ab.p.SB.ff. 


77. A.B.P.p.793ff, 
78.. A.B.P.p.bOS.ff. 
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Prasthanaratnakera, ' the passages being completely similar. 

The Srstiprakriya in the An ubMayaprakasa should be 

compared with that in the Prasthsnaratnakara. The 
refutation of the concept of Abhava is found at many 


places. 7411 these passages have 0 close affinity noyonly 

from the point of view of Arguments but even expressions, 

* 

to the extent that me appears to here been almost quoted 
from another .It is quite likely that Purusottama might have 
quoted in his works from other works of his own .But does 

this constitute the fault of repetition'? Repetition would 
be a fault only when it occurs in the same work and not in 
different works. On the other hand P ur us ott atria’s intention - 

seems to be that even if one of his wonts is read,the 
reader can understand the arguments which lead to the 

position accepted b;y the Buddiiadveita.The repetition may 

strike one, who reeds many of his works. 
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79. pr.p.137, 

80. A.B.P.p.BlG.ff. 

Bl.Pr.p.lSO.ff. 

BB.pr .p. 111 . ff , f . Sn . Ab . p . 89 . ff , Sr stibhedavid a , Ivirbhava- 


-1 i r obh avavad a .etc 
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(IT). 

* Important ref utaticms* . 


Torusottama has refuted almost ail other systems in 

die way or another.lt is difficult to show here how he has 
refuted all these theories,because it will make a Volume 
in itself if we take down all his arguments,advanced by him 
against others.It will however be useful to see some^nis 
important refutations. 


While 


the Buddhistic 


theories are rejected by him, 


when commenting upon inubhasya,he has independently 
repudiated the Buddhistic theory of Sunyavada.Ee asks 
whether the proof by which the nihilist establishes the 


void, exists or does not exist,If it does exist the 
existence of the praiaspa would go against the accepted 


principle of void.If it does not exist,how can the 
principle of void be established with the help of a 
Pram ana, which does not exist at all? 


The Buddhists advance 


dialectics for establishing 


their famous four-cornered 
the theory of void.They give,d 


four alternatives, sat, as at, sadasat, and sadasadvilaksana, 


and reject them all .That, which does not exist at all, c m 
not be produced by the usage of words.Thus for instance 
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the horn of a hare does n on exist at all.That which exists 

V 

can not be produced either from that which exists or from 
that which does not exist.The pot or a sprout is produced 
only by the destruction of a lump of clay or a seed 

respectively,and so it is not produced from bKava.lt can 
neither be produced from abbavs,because otherwise the 
essence of non-existence must inhere in the effect,but it 

is not seen inherent.lt can not be produced frpm itself, 
because that would be tantamount to the fallacy of 

ignoratio elanchi,and also that of absence of purpose.lt 

/ ? 

, cannot further be produced from anything else because in 
that case everything will be produced from everything,in as 
much as the other thing / whieh is the eause,is not definite 
and thus may be anything.Thus when the concept of production 

is rejected,that of destruction is also similarly refuted. 

4 it 

We can not again accept both sat and -asst,because as sat and 
asat are mutually different from ench other,one thing cannot 

be both.The last alternative is also not possible because 

one thing cannot be different from both sat and asat,and 

nothing is seen corresponding to it in the world.hence the 

vpid or iSuhyatrs which is kept out of the four alternatives, 

is the only principle and the attainment of void is 
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IS 


salvation according to them, 

* 

Purusottsms gives a spirited, reply to this.Is the 
principle of void arrived at by the nihilist on the bas 

o* proof or just on the strength of the vahiu without 

taking the help of any proofVIt can not be latter because 
then it would be well known to all like the space and there 

a 

s 

would be no dispute regarding the saae.ngain does that 
strength exist or not? If it does,then the suhya which is 
the abode of this strength must also exist and hence it 
cannot be kept out of the four alternatives.Similar is the 
case if it does not exist.Coming to the first alternative, 


s' or non-existent 



even the praoSlna must be either exi 
and this would again bring the whole thing in the four 

alternatives.What again is the proofby which the void is 
establ.ished?Is it perception or inference?The former is 

not possible / because the, object of perception is not well 
known to all.Inference is also not helpful.The syllogism, 
whatever is inexplicable is ^unya,is not proper,because 
of the wello of illustration.for the Buddhists, everything 

is included in the pakss.If another syllogism is tried, 
’Ghatah fiunyah.(Jktarityg vicarasahatvat.Psta^vat, * then 
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there is the fallacy of straying resscrn because in the case 

J 


of the piece of cloth or the golden ornaments,the theory of 
the production of an effect after the destruction of a cause 
(Upamrdya pr ad iirbh avail) is not accepted by alljience we must 


accept the theory of 
go against the vicar 


’Bhavads bhavotpattih’,and that would 
asahatve,which has been made-out. The 


nihilists are thus refuied by their own arguments. 
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After refuting the Jain theory of Syadvsda following 
Yallabha ,Purusottama refers to one mantavirya,who says 
that the seven statements are based upon the vivaksa or 
the desire to express a particular thing.Thus when we want 
to posit a thing, we would say’Syad asti’,and if we desire 
to negate, it the statement would be ’Syah nasti’.If both 

positing and negating are desired in a certain order,we 

have ’Syad asti ca nast.i ca T .If on the other hand both are 

desired to he stated simultaneously then the sentence is 

’Syad avacyam’.If the positive is to be stated as 

indescribable,we have ’SylFd asti ca avacyam ea* ,and if 

* 

that is a case with the negative,then ’Syan nesti ea 
avacyam ea ’would be the sentence.If all the three are' 


83.A.B.P.pp.658-659, 
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desired to be expressed,we have the last statement,’Syad 
asti eg hast! ca aVacyam cs’, 

Purusottama asks whether the seven statements which are 
explained on the ground of Yivaksa,are the natural 
attributes of the objects or they are adventitious or 

i 

super-imposed or they hare that particular thing as their 
object.If they are natural at tributes, they definitely exist 
and ' the question of .any desire to express does not arise. 
They cannot be adventitious, because in the absence of 
definite natural attributes,the adventitious ones cannot 
be stated, as it would go against perception.b or they can be 
super-imposed, because the attributes, which are superimposed, 
can not make the existing- ones indefinite.The last alterna-. 

-tive is equally wronce,because just by imagining any such 
bhahga,the natural, attributes can not be made indefinite. 

The ancient scholars have already shown how they are mutually 

BA 

inconsistent .end contradictory."'" 

purusottama is very critical of the Yaitesika concept 

of param’Snus.He has refuted- the valuesika theory.^/ of 


**>■**• *•** t—m 


84.A.B.P. P.&64, 
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paramanus as the cause,while commenting upon hnubhasya 


85 


In the Srstibhedavada, however # he attacks the very definition 

of paramanus, an given by them. The par email is defined by 

them as : ^bautikstve sati mtyo getimsn paramanuh. ’What is 

, i <•' » 

meant by bhauhikatva here?It can not be the quality of 
being delated to the pr-em or dial sl@ments / because in the 

beginning of creation,we can not imagine the existence of 
elements like the earth,other than those,which are to be 
created.If the Taihesikas point to the existence of space, 

the definition would os well apply to the mind also.If h 
they do noj; accept the state in the beginning'of creation, 

the paramanus themselves cannot be accepted and this would 
amount to Siddhsntabhangs.Bhauktikatva again cannot be 
bhutssamsva/yitva, the quality of being inherent in the 

elements, because tbs primordial elements themselves do not 

. f 

exist as shown above.If the definition is some how uader- 

- stood because of yogy ata,even then it is too wide and 

would include the mind also on the strength of the 

description of the mahsaa-srsti in the Puranas and the 
* » * *> «** 


^ogabastra.lf tost is accepted as istepatti,just as 


85. A.B.P.p.620.n. 




the per am anus would be fivefold, the mind also would be 

partite and this would, go against the eternal nature of 

the .mind.If that is also an istapatti,then the &abdapraraanya 
is left off by the Opponent and the accepted principle is 

nullified.The opponent is thus on the horns of a dilemma. 

The Vaifeesikas argue that the whole world is produced 
from substances having lesh and less of spherecity.This is 

the case of everything upto the trasarenu.The dyanukas are 
also produced from still smaller substances because they 

are capable of producing the rnahat and the dirgha. This 

would lead to the par am sn us, wh ie h have infinitesimal 

sphericity and they are not produced from anything elfee. 

purusottama says that apart from the question of 

yg 

definition,the argument given abojd^ can be advanced further 

# 

- and we can say that as the paramanus are capable of 
producing the objects of medium Sphericity viz.the 
dvyanukas,thsy must also be^i understood as produced aid 
this would go against their eternity.lt should not be 
argued that the point,where we stop,while going to the 
cause from the effect.,is the par amanu, because this would 

86.Yadavali.p.83. 
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run counter to the accepted principle.If that is done, 
so as to avert the contingency of regressus,it is better 


to leave aside the whole theory of arambhavada. 


Again the body is .made of five elements in which, the 

elemoits like water are mixed with each other.At, the time 

\ 

of separation they would be relegated to the position of 


atoms and so the clay and the like would not be visible 

atfall.T’hus the theory is against perception also. 

' \ 

Again the substances are said to be produced not from 
the point, of view of having a particular form(Rupavattva), 
because this would include' the atoms of air also.They 
can not again be from the point of view of murtatva, 

i 

because that would include the mind also-,but here the 
Vaihesikas accept^ the spar^avattva.Even here it includes 
the mind,because the concept of copjunction has been 
accepted with regard to the mind and conjunction is not 
- different from toueh.Hence the theory is fallacious from 

or? 

this point of view also. 


Purusottama has very vehemently rejected the concept 


8 7.Vadavali .,pp.85-86. 




of Pragabhava and oilier abhavas,as advocated by the fdbesi- 

oo __ 

-kas,at many places. Abhava, says. Purusottama,need not 
be understood as an independent category but-it should he 
included in the. Jvirbliava and TirobHava./^ fhe Pragabhava 

is the state of the inhering cause, favourable to the 

) 

manifestation of the effect and co-existing with the non- 
-ma&if e s t at i on.Dk vans abbsva is that state,which is not 

favourable to the existence of the effect.There is no other 
proof for establishing the independent existence of the 
abhavas.lt may be argued that the very absence of a pot 
in a-potsherd is a proof for the pragabhava.Purusottama 

s ays that such an understanding,as understood by the 

! 

opponent,has for its object the AbKava,which has its 
counter-part in the existence of a particular pot,low 
the absence of any sense contact with a pot is general 

and thus can not lead to the particular,which is required 

■ / 

by the pragabhava in quest ion. The cognition of the 


.T.Sn. Ab .pp.8S-90 ,Pr .pc. 111-123, Srstibhedavada, Avirbh a va- 

r 

-tirobhavavads,etc,Purusottania has also written one 
AbliHvavada,which is imforifcaiately not extant. 
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Prsgabhava a>S a pot in the said potsherd is not capable of 


being proved because no such appearance is possible.Even 

though the opponent may adroit it,it is not accepted by all. 

Purusottama furShsr asks as to whether the negation prior to 
production as envisaged by the said cognition,is only one 


for all the pots or is different with different pots.The first 

<£» 

alternative can not be* aceepted^ because the production of 


any pot would nos troy the prsgabhava altogether and there 
can be no particular pragebfiava for a particular pot.lt 
cannot be said that it is destroyed by the production of 
all the pots,because in that ease, the production of one pot 

will not destroy the PrSgabhava and the potsherds,which are 


the parts of the said pot,will have to be understood as 
showing the Pragabhlva of the pot and not the pot itself. 

It can not be argued that this is not a contingency^because 


the existence of the pot obstructs such an understanding. 

If this is the position,the co-existence of the pot and the 

Prsgabhava at the same place should be admitted and the 


contention, of the destruction of the Prsgabhava by the 
production of all the pots would be futile.Further as 
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the counter-parts are transitory,we can not reasonably 
speak of all the pota.Thus when that which destroys can 
not he explained,the definition of the PragabKava as 
the negation which can be destroyed is also wrong.The 

Opponent^ points out that there can be a definition like, 
'GandhRci i Hyan9dhiksranakalarrttyabKavatv8 , ,or *Mr^sta- 
-tvavacchinrisnadliikaranakala vr tty abhavat va’ .To this 

Purusotiama says, that as there is no knower of the 
produce£knowledge before creation,there can be no such 
abHavatva.The opponent says that God is there to see it 

all.Well,then we shall accept what is said by God and not 
what is said by the Opponent. 

The second alternative is equally unreasonable.'The 

knowledge of tho abHava is dependent upon that of the 
counterpart and so in the absence of the latter,the 
former cannot be known.If the knowledge of the counter- 
-part is accepted in the form of a pot,then the Prigs- 
-bhiva will be common to all the counterparts and this 
would lead to all the contingencies urged above.lt should 
not be argued that the contingency can be averted by 

accepting the understanding^ on account of the subliminal 



impressions of the supraworldly knowledge.which has for 

its object, a thing of future y due to the common character- 
-istics of the frhatatra.ho such uadeB standing is possible 
because the subliminal impressions for a future object do 
not exist, when such an experience does not exist.As for 


the supraworldly knowledge,Purusottama says that it will 
have to be understood in a limited senseis the said 
knowledge has^ at iirst / for its object all the pots and 

this A followed by the pratiyogina'syatva of the Pragabheva. 
Or it should be accepted that the latter comes in the 

beginning and so the supraworldly knowledge is limited 
from the first instant.After that one should explain the 
knowledge of the pragsbhava for a future pot.This is 
ignorc.tio elenchi,because the futurity is here made up 

by the pragsbhava.If futurity/ is explained as the abode 
of production,which occurs after the present,then there 
can be no cognition of the Prsgabhava.When we see that a 


pot will be produced from this / there can be-no cognition 

of the pragsbhava of that ppt.Tbe future existence of 
the pot does not require the understanding of the 

Pragabhavs. 



The cognition of the pragabhava ean not again be 
inferred.The syllogism that can be formed is; ? Kapalam 
ghatgpragabhavavat. Ohatiyaearamasamagrimaitvat.Yo ■ - 
yadscar amass/nagriman Sa tatpragabhavavan. Patlyaeararaa- 

s'amagriYi^istatantUYat.’Purusottaina objects to this' 
syllogism by saying, f pr ag abh a vsr up asadhy a t a vac e hed a ka- 
-Yacchiimasadhyaprasiddhya anumaaasarabhavat. f He says that 
there is not" proof for comprehending the pragabhava and as 
the cognition can also be explained on the ground of the 
samayika-styantabhava,the pragabhava can not' be established 
on the ground of cognition and the like. 


The opponent changes his stand and says that he may 

i r t 

agree that the'Pragabhava is not established by 
apprehension.In the relation, of the,cause and the effeet, 
subsisting in the'potsherds and the pot,there must be 
some regulation for the production of a particular pot 
from particular potsherds,The regulation can not be 
possible in the potsherds themselves.There is again the 
fault of Gaurava in explaining the pot as produced from 


many potsherds .Hence something that can regulate the 



287 


place of production, is required.This necessity can be 
fulfilled by the concept of pragabHsva. 


Purusottama replies to this that in the Satkaryavada, 
it is the sat,which is menifested,hence the desaniyama 

is possible by the cause itself.Thus the establishment of 

the pragabhava, on this ground, is just’abhyupagamaika- 
-baranatva* (taking recourse to one f s own doctrines.)The 
question of Gaursva does not arise,since .many causes lead 

t 

to one effect.The pot which-is to exist to-morrow,is 
absent today;this involves the time factor,which is also 


explained in the same way by the satkaryavada.lt should not 
again be made out that if we do not admit the Pragabhava, 
there will be the contingency of the reproduction of that, 
whiehlhas already been produced.The factor of time involves 
a certain order.Hence the diffusion of the samagri on 
account of the Tirobhavs,will account for its destruction 
and this bars the contention of the reproduction of what 
is already produced.Therefore the pragabhava cannot be 

established in this way also. 


The opponent then argues that in a pot which is 
prepared on hearth,the touch,form,taste and smell are 
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produced .Here the cause and the time factor are common,So 
we should admit the pragabhava of touch^etc.Purusottama 

says that such an acceptance is not neeessary,because the 

transformation of touch etc.follows from the nature of 
touch and the like helped by the phenominan of paka.As 
svabhava is an attribute,there is laghava in its 
acceptance. 


The opponent points out that the pre-existence which is 
found iii'the cause, can be explained only on the ground of 

our admitting the PrFgabhava,because the said Purva- 


vartitva is 


the same as 


existing at the time,which is 


cowered by the pragabhava.?urusottama says that the purva- 
-vartitva need not be necessarily explained,because a' 
cause is just the abode of the manifesting capacity.If at 
all required, it can easily be understood by the knowledge , 
of the effect,which is produced later.igain the Pragabhava 
being the cause,what about the purva-vartitva existing in 
it?For this we have only the pragabhava as en explanation 
and this would result in the fallacy of atma^raya.Thus 
the Pragabhava, which is suggested by the special 
condition of the cause,which is in the process of being 
in own, is known on the basis of tile knowledge of Pragabhava. 



This is the fallacy of circular reasoning or caiiraka.lt 
can not be doubted that the pragabhavs is not implied by 
the condition of the cause.One does not fthink that a pot 
will be produced here arid just now and there is the Praga-* 
-bhava of a pot,when one does not see the condition of the 
cause,favourable to the production of a pot.It should not 
be contended that such an finder standing ar/ises only by 


practice,for then it would arise even when the cause is 


not seen. 


Thus the pragabhava is not different from the 


c aune. 


bimiiar is the case of dhvamsa, says purusottams.Gne 

who sees the condition of the cause,detrimental to the 
existence' of the effect,things that the pot is destroyed. 
This does not go against the terminology Ohvansa and 
Pragahhlva.Both the terms can easily be used in relation to 
the cause,bearing in mind that they are relative terms like 
cause and effect.Similarly the terms fehavi and Uhvasta also 
can be used.It should not be made out that a v s the’effect 
exists in the conditions of Pr¥gabhava and dhvamsa,it must 
be seen*,because the existence of the effect is subtle and 
subtlety here mearis that the form is, non manifest* 

The reciprocal non-*dxistence(hnyonyabhav8') and absolute 
non-existence {.Atyant¥bhava)are like-wise not different . 
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concepts. 


89 


While explaining the Anutva of the individual soul, . 
Purusoitama enters into e scholarly refutation of those 
who think otherwise. 

* 

■ The Jains believe that the soul# has middle measure or 
dehacarimana,on the ground that otherwise,the sentiency, 
which pervades the whole body,can not be explained. 
Purusottama says that the pervasion of the sentiency can 
be understood on the analogy of smell,which can spread to 
.other places also.If we accept the Jain theory,the — 
individual soul would be liable to transeieney.fhe eternity 
of the individual soul ws proved by Purusottama on the ' 
strength of curious and in testing arguments. A chi Id / 
which is just born,sucks the breasts of its mother,due to 
hunger.This activity, on the part of a child, can be explained 
only on the ground of the memory of the experience of 
averting hunger,that has been experienced before.This means 
that the souif^ of the child is the same as that which was 
present in some other body previously.This leads to its 

beginninglessneos arid indestructibility and hence eternity. 
Another argument given is that of the ghosts,who speak of 
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tiie previous life. 


The soul agein can not be said to have the measure, 

/ 

capable of accretion and depletion.As the bodies are different 
end many and the soul enters them,here also the same problem* 

i 

of onityatva would arise.The jrva cannot have many parimanas, 
for no such thing can he seen in the world.If it is accepted 
as having a body,it will be partite.and hence transitory* 

The logicians and others have used the same arguments 
to refute other theories and have proved the pervasive 
measure of the souls oil the following groiaids. Things, which 
are produced at various places for our enjoyment should have 
our own adrsta as the cause,ido the cause / at the place of 
production, is the conjunction of the jlva joined with the 
adrsta.This would lead to the Yibhutva of the soul.If the 

J V. 

soul, is atomic,its /attributes like desire and knowledge 
would be supraseijsuous as the attributes of an atom are. 

And as an atom fs imperceptible,the term'I 'would be countered 

♦ 

by perception.’The mind again is atomic aid the conjunction 
of the mind and the soul would produce a third subs fiance, 
as the conjunction of two atoms results in the production of 

t 

something e use. The con junction of the mind with the sense- 
organs would require the disjunction of the soul and the 



mind end thus there can be no production of knowledge,Thi s 
being the case/the individual soul must be all-pervasive. 


To this Purusottama replies that it has many weak points. 
If all the individual souls are all-pervading , they would 
have connection with all the form-ed objects,all the sense 


organs,minds and bodies,This will result in the enjoyment of 

v 

all by all end there will be no regulation of a particular 
enjpyment for a particular soul .The opponent may here point out 


that there is a fixed place for the non-Inherent cause regard- 

t 4 

-ing the distinctive qualities of the all-pervading jivas and 
so the enjoyment can be limited to a place, where the jiva and 
the mind are joined .Purusottama says that no such limitation 


is useful.When one eats a mango,it is limited in being eaten 
by the mouth, even then one may say,*I eat a mango*.Even so 


here one may say,*I am enjoying in the body of Devadatta*. 
further just as one may say*There is nothing in my legs but 

t ' 

I have headache*,one would alho experience *1 am happy in 


the body of devadatta, but unhappy in the body of Yajnadatta.* 
As one jiva is present everywhere,the experiences/ produced 

at the places of conjunction with'the respective mindS/will be 


inherent.There would be nothing to bar the after-cognition 



(anuvy a vasay a) regarding the different minds;then all would he 


omni sc lent. This does not become an istapatti, because the 
opponent does not believe in only one soul but accepts many 

jivas.If for establishing the limited enjoyment,some limiting 
sdrsta is admitted ,it would result in the middle measure of 
the jiva and this would controvert the accepted vyapakatva and 
nityatva,for which it is necessary to admit the enjoyment, 
limited by other bodies also.This goes against perception.Again 

all the souls would be omniscient and there will'be an un- 
warranted blending in all the three worlds.(Prstyaksavirodha, 

' i 

SarvajKafapatti and Trailokyasahkarspatti) .This^, says Purusottama 
is 1 TJbhayatah pssa raj j uh’. 


Experience and remembrance have not necessarily the same 

field of operation.In fact remembrance does not require the 

consideration of the place of action,as often see the usages 

like, ’ll etrshhya® adraksa® karabhyam aspr»4am t ,or t Yam ah am 

* 

adraksam tarn antsh smara&i. 1 The logicians would have thus to 
face the ridiculous position of remembering the taste of a 


mango in the body of Yajnadatta , while it has actually been 
eaten by Devadfettc’s body.There is again nothing to prove that 

experience and remembrance would be limited to one body only, 
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for the remembrance of 


» S’ 

the previous birth can be explained 


only by admitting only one soul, not concerned with a change of 

bodies.This can not be accounted ■'for by the existence of an 
Ativahika.If one is dead in prayaga and born in Indraprastha, 
cne may well remember one 5 ^ jsti;or one staying as a spirit in 


Srughna but dead elsewhere may remember one’s friends and 


r 


elstives, ;but the Atmaprade&a limited by the Ativahika may not 


include Srughna,prayaga or Inaraprastha.If for averting this 
the Atmapradesa is not considered but any place related to 
the Ativahika is taken into considerstion ., then memory would come 
to the Ativahika and not the jlva.Further the Adrsta would have 
to be inseparably connected with the Ativahika,otherwise the 
sacrifices etc^.perfarmed on the earth,would lead to the 
production of Adrsta in all the souls.Thus even those,who are 

alive,will be able to enjoy heaven by means of another Ativahika. 


Many &tivahikas of liberated souls exist and thus they are by 

# 

no means rare.The rarity of the Ativahikas need not be 
substantiated by pointing out their transiency,for oflie may be 
able to enjoy by means of the Ativahika even of a deity ,or 
that has been attracted by the Adrsta. 


It is again impossible to accept the regulating power of 


the Adrsta.The Adrsta is due to the actions;efforts are made by 
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the conjunction of the mind end the soul.The conjunction thus 
will be of all the ,min4s with all the souls.Thus we will have 


all the Mrstss for all.There can be no differentiation in the 


conjunction of the mind end the soul ,for that stands in need 
of a separate cause. If no other cause is possible,one may 

believe in the desire of God for the regulation, as to whibh 


soul would enjoy whet and whose Mrsts would be produced .by 
which action. Similar is the case in the Anvatm avid a .Why then 

go. a long way to establish the Vyapakatva by accepting the 
Adrstavsdatmasamyoga? 

* ♦ m * 

i 

If the jives are all-pervasive, they would not be ruled by 


(?od.They would be egoistic on account of their greatness and 
eternal nature.They are also sentient equally.How then is God 

superior? So the atomic measure of the jlvas is necessary for 


establishing the superiority of God.Even though the jiva is 


atomic,sentiency can pervade the whole body,because it has the 


quality of gliding as 


is the case with smell.lt should not be 


made out,.says purusottaraa,that in case of atomic souls, 

i 

happiness and the like will not be percieved, as the perception, 
of qualities requires a larger measure.fie says that what is 
required for perception is the fitness- or yogyata.Ivea in the 
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theory of all-parvssiire souls on the other hand, the perception 

« 

©yen of the Adrsta would be irrefutable on account of the 

jtht. 

Samian adhikar an'j a of large measure.The question of the perception 

A 

* 

of the ParsManu will not arise at all,because there is no fitness 
in the atoms, which are not manifested.Again the pleasure and the 
like are not the attributes of the soul. 


As regards the contention,*Aham iti pratyal^saaupapattih*, 
Purusottama says that it is not valid.The perception is of$f 
the jfva covered with the body.As this entails co-extension with 
the grossness and the like,such a perception is only of the 
nature of illusion. 

'The argument,that the conjunction of the mind and soul , 
which are of different nature, prod aces something else, is based 
upon the theory of the production of a thing from the 

conglomeration of two atoms.The theory is however wholly 
discarded by the Yedantin,who follows the Srhtis. Similar is 
the ease regarding the argument of the non-prod net ion of 
knowledge,as it is base# on the same theory. 


The jiva ,according to the followers of the Suddhadvaita, 


may become all-pervasive,if Cod so wishes, when the aspect 6f 



bliss is manifested. 


* 


90 

purusottama lias refuted almost all other fed ah tic theories 
00,0 

also in/way or other, for them,however,the emphasis is more on 

the interpretation of the scriptures, rather than Reasoning alone 
Even tb^Tn there ere passages in his works, where reason finds 

its way and we may note some of them here. 

v 

Purusottama after Tallabhs refutes the system of dualism as 
advocated by Msdliva ,Mimansakas and others .He asks as to how 
dualism can be understood.lt may either be on the basis of 
the difference of IJpadlna,or that of the natural attributes or 

of the prsmlnas.The first alternative is not possible, because 
the scriptures tell of Brahman as the only material cause, 

Sven, in the world,if one wants gold,one does not take into 
consideration the effects of the lump of gold as earrings and 
the like.The contention that oneness can not exist between a 
pot and a piece of cloth is answered by saying that the 

distinction of the material cause in this respect is mundane. 

The second alternative is equally meaningless,for onee the 

unity of essence is conceded the distinction of the attributes 

is immaterial.Otherwise a man on his seat will be different 

90. T.S.ib.pp. 9 £-9 5.Purusottama has also written a Yada on 

the subject,as we have seen above. 





from the same man on his feet, or a piece of cloth when spread 

oat,will he different from tho same, which is rolled.Ivon the 
attributes,which do not exists at the same time,do not 
differentiate the substantive;the attributes that can exists 
need not surely differentiate the substantive.Thus a pot is not 
differentiated by taste and form.Sven those,that do not exist 
simultaneously e.g.entrance and exit, may have the difference in 

their counter parts and not the substantive.Brahman is One and 

( 

Great and thus is not differentiated by attributes.!# fact even 
the attributes also have no essential difference.The entrance 
and exit having different coon.ter parts may appear as different 
but are really not different,for there is no proof for this. 

^ f l 

Even so at other place^fe.lso the difference is due to egoism 

and is not real.The third alternative is also wrong.perception 

* 

is deluding and so is the case with other means of proof ,which 
are based upon it.Thus we must accept what is established by the 
&rutis.^ 

As regards the other Ac ar y as,Samanuja has been criticised 
often by Purusottama.The criticism however is mainly based on ' 

j < ■ 

the interpretations and the spirit or burden of the attack is 

* 

that we can not accept the Brahman.whicii/qualified by the cit 


91.T.S.Ab.pp.158-158. 
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end aeit in the beginning of ereaticm.lt should be noted that 

the followers of the Suddhadvaita have/soft corner for 

* * 

Rammuja.Purusottama himself is not'so Tehement in his 

f 

criticism of Ramanuja,because he generally uses,*Tae eintyaa'etc. 

instead cf *Tad asangatom* etc.which he uses for others.*^ 

, * $ , 

The theories of dnkantha are almost similar to those of 
Ramanuja.He is however 44HMM criticised for his belief in 


Siva as the Highest God.Mmbarka is never mentioned by him. 
The Bhedabhedefida of Bhasicars is criticised by- him. on 


interpretative grounds.The reasoning here is as follows: 

The iSrutis say that if the cause is known,all the effects 


are known.If we believe in the Shedabheda,the point of view, 
by which the bheda is accepted, can not be known by the knowledge 


of the cause,because the effect is different from the cause. 

r * 

If it is known,then the effect is not different and we must 
accept the abheda corapletely.Hence we should accept only the 


^vssthsbheda between the cause and the effect and not the 

Q *2 

Svarupabheda. 

Purusottama at one place ^defends Bhaskara against ?acas P ati 
As the whole discussion is very interesting we have put it here 

WMlMWMi pa* «*• ^1 M* MM — — —» —> TTT - T TTr TT -|1T1 Ilf ■— ■— , — r - r ^ , - 

92.0f.j5.B.P.p.97.etc. ' ' “—•- 

93. A.B.P.p.534. 

94. A.H P.pp.33-95. 
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in extenso. 

BKaskara’s theory is contained in the well known Terse, 
which is ss follows: 


Earyarupena nanatram abhedah karanatmana , 

Hematmana yatha bhedah kundaledyat^ana bhida. ■ 

Yacaspati asks as to what is this abheda / which exists 

simultaneously with the bheda.Is it mutual absenc'e?If it is 

f 

does it subsist between the effect and the cause like a 

- ► \ 

'bracelet and go!d?If it does not subsist,then there is oneness 
and no difference.If it does,there is difference and, no oneness. 
The bbava and ahhava are not non?e on tradidtory, because they do 

not exist simltanepusly.If they do, the kataks and jfardhamanaks 
also would be essentially identical,because in that c&se 

difference is not against identity;.Again* if the bracelet is 

\ 

cne with gold,just as bracelets,crowns and earrings are not 


different from the point of riew of their essence, which is 

gold,even so theyf should not be different from the’point of 
view of tlieir essence of brscelets.Eence only gold is the 


substance aid .not the bracelets and the like, which are not 
found to be identical.If it is said that the abheda ■ is only,, 
from the point 'of view of gold and not brecelets,-then there 

surely ,is bheds from the earrings etc. If bracelets are non~ 
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different from gold,why should they not follow in the earrings 
and the like?If they do/follow,how is it that they are non- 


different?That one ; which is removed when the other follows, 
is different from the other,just as the string follows while 
the flowers do not' and are thus different. The earrings and the 

like do not follow even though gold does,Thus they are also 
different^ from gold,If everything is eg^epted to follow 


togeIher,the distinctions, like S this is not this* etc,can not 
be maintained,as there een be no discriminating factor,Again 
when we know from a distance that there is gold,we will not 
wish lit© know whether they are earrings or something else, 
because there is identity between gold and its vifeesas and 
feolu is known.If there is difference between them,they will not 


be known,when the gold is known.Well,says the arg omen tat or,they 
02 .e idencxctid also,why are they not tcnown? On the contrary it 
is quite proper that they should be known.As a rule,when the 


cause is absent,the effect is also absent.The absence of the 
effect is removed by the presence of the cause.So far as 


identity is coneerned,wtet?= dli ' . ' ts r ^ sg ^&pted , the cause exists. 

1/acaspati says that if the earrings and' the like are known by 
the knowledge of gold,the attempts for knowing them are 
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meaningless.Whan one tiling is not knosn.while the other is known 
/ , 
these two ere different.When a cub of an elephant-, is seen aid 

an ass is not,the former is different from the latter.When gold 
is seen from a distance,its distinctions like earrings are not 

.known and are thus different from gold as such.What then about 
the samsnadhikaranya as found in ■ f Hema kundalam’-TIt' can not be 

explained on the ground of the relationship be Ween the 

substratum and the dependent or between, the two having a c owm 

resort. If the reference here is to the presenee(hnuvrtti) and 

exclusion(Vysvr11i) ,why should one wish to know the earrings, 

when gold is known?Abhada again is not akahtika or anaikantika, 
from which both are possible.Therefore when one of the two 

can be repudiated,it is proper that the bhsdakaipana has abheda 
as its upadana and not vice versa,because the bheda depends 

v % L * > „ 

i 

upon those / which are differentiated.If there is not oneness, 
the difference subsisting on many can not be possible.The one 

i 

again .does not depend upon difference.When we -say- that ’ J is 

not B *,the comprehension of difference rests upon that of the 

counter part,while that of oneness does not depend upon anything 

else,Thus the anirveoanlya-kalpana is abhedopadana.This is also 

corroborated by scriptural passages.Therefore the kutastha- 

* * 

-nityata is real and not parinaainmiyats. 
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To this purueottama says that it is all wrong.In the theory 
of Bliaskar a, that is' refuted,the bheda is not accepted as of the 


nature, of reciprocal negation( onyonyabhava) and hence to refut 


Cl 

v 


him on this ground is like imagining the smell of a sky-flower* 
Even if it is accepted,the pot and its absence,as also the pot 
and things which are different.from it,are seen as existing 

simultaneously on earth and there is no contradiction as it has 

been alleged.The total non-existance(iltyentabifaTa)which is 

% 

constant e-nci pervading^exists everywhere,hence when the counter— 
-part is brought,it is only sn obstruction of the abHIva-buddhi. 

Thus abheda can exist, even when there is bheda and thus there 
can be no contradiction,, if both soe-exist.fhe contingency again 
of the oneness of kataka and vardha^a-naka is not so sound 

because- non-contradiction is never seen as leading to oneness* 
Yacaspsti’s attempts to differentiate the bi’acelats from <?oM 

< vj? 

are also futile. Bracelets are just states of gold-and are 

/ * 

therefore one with and also different from gold.Even Samkara 
has said the same thing regarding the ocean end its waves, 
is for the refutation regarding the pratitivirodha,Purusottama 
says that there is no such contradition because even though 
difference is understood from the point of view of kundales 
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oneness can equally be understood from the point of view of 
Gold,This is corroborated by evidence,When that is conceded, 

whatever Yacaspati has said regarding the bheda and abheda,when 
gold is seen from a distance,is of no sigaificance.Both the 
bheda/4nd abheda are comprehended,ana that is what the quoted 
ksrika means. As the effects like'the crown and bracelets are 


only states of gold,the saman ad hikaranya with the gold is 

plausible,so also the vyavrtti-yyavastha and jijnasajanakatva 

So the difference is adventitious, and not inexplicable*This 

/ 

does not go against the Srutis which do not Jseach mithyatva* 
Purusottarns concludes by saying that the theory of Bhaskara 
is not faulty in this respect. 


/ # 

SamkaraYs theory of absolute monism, has been the subjec t of 
the most severe criticism of Yallabha and his l’drawers. Vallabha 

thought Samkara to be his chief adversary and attacked him 
very vehemently.The same is the case 'with Vrcthalesa and the 


array of writers / who followed him.Purusottame however shows a 




balance of judgement.His references to Samkara are as respectful 

- _ 

as those to other Ac ary as and what is more is never discourteous. 

A 

Sven then,he never, simply depends upon the .interpretations of 
the Srutis but supports his statements with sound reasoning. 
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Whatever may be the greatness of fallabha as a writer and 
founder of a system,Tallabha’s refutations of.8amkara,Many and 
frequent that they are,are more theological then logical.Some 
of the very important refutations of ;Samkara f s theories, as 
given by Purusottsma are noted below; 

N. 

9 

In the prahastavada Purusottsma rejects the theory of 
Avidya.Avidya is said to be an upaShi of Brahman.Is it with or 
without a biginaing?It can not be the former.The opponent believe 
-s that Brahman,which is endowed with the upadhis,is the Isvara. 
If avidya has beginning,Isvara would also have it;this would be 
similar to the theory of Isvara as an effect,as believed ty 

the Sahkhya,8nd it would go against the Yedahtic theories.The 

later alternative is equally unacceptable,because that which has 

\ r 

no beginning has no end also.Thus there arises the contingency 
of ncn-liheration and I isvara would then be inferior even to 
the individual soul.As Isvara is bound equally as the individual 
soul,nobody would worship him.If it is said that the avidya is 
without beginning but has an end,even then Isvara must be 
accepted as omniscient.He knows all the ?edas;and there is 
nobody else higher than he as an AdhikariVThose,who believe 
in the direct realization,should admit that such a realization 
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of Brahman is required even for Is vara* then this I £ vara is 

liberated*this would result in the negation of the wbrldilf 

ifevara does not obtain liberation,others, who are inferior to 

« 1 

him,can also not obtain it and' this would go against the 
theory of direct realization.If we believe in the liberation 

of others,while 16 vara is not liberated,then Tsvara/jill be 
inferior to those,who are capable of self-realization. 

As for the avidya, which leads to the imagination of 

\ 

distinctions,is it connected with jlva or Brahman? It can not 

be the former,because then it can not imagine the attributes 

’ > 

in Brahman.As Brahman is not an object of the mind or spejaeh, 

and as jiva has no knowledge of the adhisthana,the jlva cannot 

& 

be related to it,and when there is no possibility of re^ltion , 

f * 

there can be no imagination either.The opponent may say that 

the souls,endowed with knowledge,see Brahman and thus a 

connection can be established. Purusottama says that thas is 

wrong.As avidya is gunatmika and as those who have the required 

• . 

knowledge, see Brahman only after the eradication of the gunas, 
there can be no such possibility .Further the advent of knowledge 
leads to eternity or non-destruction,while this leads to 
destruction.Should we accept destruction for those who have 



already reached the state of non-destruction?I£ the avidya in 
the jivas is to imagine the distinctions in Brahman,the latter 
must be seoa.Sut Brahman can be an object of visualization only 

t • 

after the distinctions are imagined.This is petitio principii . 


If we agree to the visualization of the qualitiless Brahman,how 
ean Brahmen be qualitiless? The second alternative would lead to 
all the contingencies stated above regarding the Isvara. 

s 

Again is the said advidya existent^,non-existent,both or 
neither?The first is not possible,because if it exists,as much 
as Brahman,this would result in dualism.lt can not be the second 
because then like.the sky-flower it can not imagine anything. 


s ^ 

It is not again the third,because it is imagine#!tself in that 
ease like the conch-shell-silver.It can not be imagined by- 
anybody at first,since as the Brahman is qualitiless,even the 


jives do not exist.If it has no beginning, all the fallacies 


stated above would arise. If we believe that it has not a 
beginning but an end, then also the contingencies have been 


stated above.The f&th alternative is equally unacceptable * 

A 

because in that case,avidya will not be different from Brahman 


which is neither sat,nor asat.Thus the belief in the upadhis 
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is not plausible. 0 

• The pratibimbavada,as advocated by the followers of 'Samkara, 
has been the object of a very severe criticism in the works of 

qg 

Purusottama. Six different view points are advanced by the followers 
of &amkara with regard to the theory of Pratibimba.'liiey are as 
follows; 

, l.Maya is beginningless and inexplicable,is connected with 

* * 

the cit and is the prakrti of the bhutas.The image of the cit in 
it is Id vara. This mays has innumerable pradesas called avidya, 
having the capacity of concealing and projection, ilie image oi cit 
in them is the jiva. 

t 

2.The mula -prskrti which is trigunatmika, has two forms,mays 
and avidya.The mays has mainly in it the pure sattva unsoiled by 

rajas or tames.The image of cit in it is Uvara.lvidya has the 
satba defined by rajas and tamas.The image of cit in it is jiva. 

•3. The image of cit in the same viz.airidys, called mays on 
account of its power of projection is the jiva. 

4. 'Hie image of cit in the avidya is 14vara and the same in 

35. Prh.pp.21-23. 

96. T.S.^b.pp.lOE-lOS.See also -Jlvapratibimbatvakhandanavada, 

«/ *yo jffi- 
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the internal organ is the jiva. 

5.Some believe in the four-fold sentienpy of the kutastha, 
jiva,Brahman and Isvara corresponding to the Qhatikasa,jalikasa» 
mahakasa and meghakasa.Isvara is the image of the cit in the 

dhivassnas of all the living beings remaining in the rasystamas 
resting, in t M Brahman.The image of sentiency in the internal 
organ, imagined by maye and roaaining in the CBijLny V ,*i 0 h in 
delimited by the subtle and gross bodies, is the jiva. 

6.The c^&itanya, which is delimited by the upadhis of the jiva 
like the internal organ is the Isvara who is the bimbs.His 


image (pratibimba) in the nescience is the jiva.Even there the 

jTva has its specific place of manifestation in the internal 

1 

organ, which is the paririama of ne/fcience. 

Pur.usottama says that for those,who think that Isvara is an 
image in that,which is without -the capacity of concealment and 

projection,the Isvara.can not be established.There can be no' 
image in.what is very pure,as it is seen in'case of marble-stones. 
It is not possible to say that the substratum might have some 
connection with impurity -from a distance,because even space was . 

if 

not existing before creation, and we can not thus talk of 
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distance. If we accept the external space,the Invars and the 
eit would be limited to a particular place; then they eannot 
* be all-pervading and the afcasa also eah.-.not be accepted as 
being-created,That jiva is an image in the pradesas of the 
Maya,those which are capable of projection etc,is also 
untenable.In that case the enveloping capacity would pose 
an obstruction for the image,If it does not come in between 
the two,how can the jiva be ignorant?There are. further 
fallacies like the absence of space.Thus the Mew that the 
bhutaprskrti and its prade&as are upadhis is not plausible. 
The same argument counters the second view point also. 

igain as both the may a and avidya are all-pervading, 
the rajas and tamas do and do not defile the sattva every- 
-where.Thus there can be no discrimination between the 

Maya aid the avidya and consequently between the jiva and 

♦ * 

T& vara. If the mays and the avidya are not ell-pervading, 
the jiva and Tovars would similarly not be all-pervading 
and this goes against the accepted theory.If it be argued 

that the may a is all pervading and clear- ana pure from Ml 
sides and that the avidya,which rests in it, is not so clear 

****** £ 

and pore,even then Isvara can not be accepted,because no 
image can be seen in that which is all pervading.The Same is 
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the ease with the jiva, because mays has three gonas and there 
may be sn obstruction between the outer cit and the inner 



by virtue of the rajas and tamas. If the cit is very near so as 


to avert all obstructions ,that which is very near can not be 
reflected.If some distance is admitted, then the fallacies in 
such an admission have already been painted out.The third view¬ 
point has the same faults, as stated before .Coming to the fifth, 
which takes its stand on the illustration of the ghatakasa etc, 

purusottama says that the reflection can be accepted only of 


that,which is unmixed with the upadhis,on the basis of the 
given illustration. This being the case the intervening tamas 

of the may a,-the tamas having many parts thickly cl os© ted, would 
obstruct the dhivasanas.^nd there can be no l^vara.If the 


parts are not accepted as thickly closeted,the purpose con not 
be explained.If it is said to be the very nature of the thing, 

then we have the svabhavadada.The svabhava can be established 
if and when the pratibimba is accepted and vice versa.This is 

peticfcio principii.There are similar fallacies in saying that 

the internal organ does not subsist without the itiaya. 


A s against those,who believe that the reflection of the cit 
in the mays is I^vara and that of the jlya is the image of 
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IsYara in the avidye or the internal organ,Purusottama says 

that -the may a will block the reflection of the image and thus 
the reflection will not be explicable.Even though the mays may¬ 
be clear externally on all sicies, even then that aspec1 1 wiiich 

is not clear, is jnterngl and will pervade the avidya" and the 
internal organ;thus the fallacy remains as such.If it is 

believed that the avidyi with the pure sattva is inside the 

maya endowed with the same'and that the rajas and tsmas are still 

* 

inside it,then ther can be no reflection in that which is very 
clear and pure.Doming to the sixth view point Purusottama says 

tnat as I6vara is also mixed with the upadhis,as he is delimited 

by the upadhis of the jlva,there can be no reflection, because of 

i 

the absence of any go-between. 16vara thus can not be a bimba. 

If we accept something in between,then r>his -would run counter 
to the accepted theory of omnipresence.The forth view point is 
also refuted by the arguments,that have already been stated. 

Further the reflection can be possible only of that which is 
an object of our eyes;and as the cit can not be seen it can not 

be a bimba at all.Purusottama here discusses whether the echo 
of a sound is also a reflection.The opponent has made out the 

same to prove that even though the' 


ftnnnrl 
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eyes,it is reflected in an echo.Purusottama is however not 

\ 

prepared to agree that echo is a reflection. 

Ill these view points can not be admitted from the- point of 
view of- the nature of vrtti.If something exists, enveloping a 
certain place,it can not be reflected there.The cit,raaya and 
avidya are all-pervading.Thus there can be no question of 
reflection or the reflected.Thus there can be no Isvara,no jlva. 
If we believe in the reflection in the dhTvasanas,there will he 
multiplicity of I§varas,because the abode being not one the 
images/ also must be many.The pratibimba again is not co-ev^al 

with the bimba and has its existence, corresponding- to that of 
, its counter part.Here we will have to accept the s anian adh i ksr any a 


and bimb8sthitivijstiyasthitikatva,bo'th of which can not be 
msintained.Purusottaina then discusses the scriptural passages. 

In the Pras than era tnakara / while discussing the an amah a, 
Purusottama refutes Bharmareja Diksita, a follower of Bsmkara. 


9? 


Dhsrmaraja Diksita gives the following syllogism*’Brahmabhinnam 
sarvsm mithy¥. Brahmabhinnat vat .Pad evam tad evam.lSuktikarajata- 
vat, T for illustrating the use of the anumsha in philosophical 


9 7.WdavalI ,pp. 170-176. 
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thin king.Purusottama says that,as in the Prasthanas,the 
silver which is anirvacanlya can not be established,the 
illustration given here is not proper.Even if we may agree 
to the illustration,the falsity can be explained on the 
ground of the buddhyakaratva,and thus it is not proper to 
adduce the distinction from Brahman for the same.The hetu 

again is implausible,because of the sentences, like, ^dam 

98 

sarvam yad ayam atma.’ purusottama says that if the hetu is 
established on the' basis of appearance, then nothin®' is require 

-d to be said.The appearance depends upon the buddhi and 
we have no objection in accepting it as f&lse.The syllogism 

would thus be "Brehmenyatvena pratTyamanam avastu.Jdysnta- 
vattvat.Svapnikavat n .The hetu need not be called common on 
the ground of counter-syllogism,because the dream experiences 
are proved to be false .If a man dreams of connections with a 
woman or of going out to some other country,when he is awake, 

he does not find a woman or another country;thus the reality 

of the dream experiences is sublated.This however does not 
lead to the falsity of the whole world,Purusottama gives a 

syllogism for 1 this. ’Yimatah prapancah svotkrstasattakasadrsa- 

♦ * » «. « w 

- srstipurvakah.Mithyasrstitvot .Svapnikavst. ’ Scriptural 
passages can be cited to show that the .world which'has 

98 .K> rsinhet t ar atapin 'l Up an is ad. Y. 
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Brahman as its essence is not unreal.What is mithyatva? 

It is that which though unreal,appears to be and is said to 

t # i 

be real.The definition of mithyatva liven as ’Svasrayatve- 
-habhimataylvannisthatyantsbhavapratiyc^itvam , does not 

corroborate the advaitic theory of the mayavadin.lt rather 

* •! 

goes against him, as it will establish the world as a counter 

t * » 

part of the absolute negation of the world in connection with 

» > 

Brahman.The opponent has given a syllogism f Patah etattantu- 
-nisthatyantabh'ivapratiyogi.Patat'aiat .Patsntaravat . 1 Purus ottama 
objects to this by saying that the hetu is contradicted by 

_ v 

perception.The opponent challenges this by saying that there 

* -i 

is no fallacy in the hetu,because the object here ds the 

* ^ 

existence of Brahman which is the substratum.Purusottama 

/' • 

asks as to what is meant by the compound Brahmasatta?Does it 

meal the existence of Brahman or Brahman which is existence? 

The first is wron^ because Brahman is not possessed of any 
attribute.The second goes against the Jmitis saying that 

it can not he experienced by our senses.Purusottama thea 

* * 

shows how the scriptural passages do not go against the 
'Sudcihadvai ta.^ 

Pr.pp.$46-148. 
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The most important criticism of ISamksra is however 

given itt the beginning of the inubhesyaprakasajiere perhaps 
Purusottema is following in the footsteps of Ramanuja, who 
has given a critical and exhaustive refutation of Samkara 
under the first Sutra in his Sr lbHa sy a .Purus ot t am a is 
however more careful and does not indulge in the repudiation 

of. ISamksra on a large sccle.Purusottama howeve r thinks it 

fit to concentrate on the Mhyasa-bhaBya viz.the introd 

* 

duetory part of Samkara*s commentary. We need not here give 
the Purvapaksa, which is well known. Apart from the references 

to the ?3rutis,Purusottaiaa l s arguments are as follows* , 

k&mkara has tried to make out the concomitance, that 
whatever is an object is n on-sentient,This vyapti,says 
purusottema,is sublated by perception.The sentieney of 
the soul is accepted by both the parties,it can be grasped 

s < 

byjthe pratyagvitti(Inner knowledge).The soul is thus an 

object of the Pratyagvitti and is thus all-pervading,Hence 

> 

only the yyipti viz.whatever is non-sentient is an object, 
can-be established by perception.The opponent need not point 

out that as the pratyagvitti does not apprehend the atmen, 
which is eit-ekarasa,it is not an object.Even if we agree to 
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this, the atm an will have to be accepted as an object 


in some form or- another.Otherwise,if there is no object, 
how can there be any vitti?It should not be said that it is 

the ego,which is the object and not the soul,According to 
the Myaya system,it is the soul which is the object and not 
the ego. According to the Sahkhya,8S the ego is non-sentient 
if this is the c ase t the ahantva and the caitanya would 
^appear to be co-ev^ai.Iu that case,when the .ego as an 

object is removed in the pratyagvitti,only the atmen^ 
remains as the object.lt should not be said that, when the 

\ 

ego is removed,the atman is known as the very nature of 
the pratysgvitti.Tbis can not be accepted in the absenee of 

any other means of realization.That is what happens in the 
world at the time of testing a gem.Otherwise the mitya-nitya 
vastuviveka is possible even from the systems like the 
Sankhya; and thus it will not lead to the vicara-adhikara, 

as made out by the opponent .Hence even though the opponent 


does not wish ,he will have to accept reluctantly that 
atman is known by pratvagvitti .This will not lead to the 

noa-sentiency of the atman on account of its bein 
illuminated by on external agency,because one can. fall 
back upon the ISruti passages like 1 Atrayam purusah^svayara 
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jyotir bhsvaii*. Thus the. atman should be understood as the 
abode of sentiency and yet having the nature of sentieney; 
and the contrast between the subject and object can be 

explained -away by virtue of our experience. Thus when the 
relationship of the asraya and the abrayin is established, 

the atman and samvid will have to be admitted as different 
and thus the substance as m object should also be accepted 
as distinct.lt should not be doubted that as the sattva is 
inexplicable,those which are connected with it are also 

equally inexplicable.lt is necessary, even for the opponent, 
to explain the sattvs,because otherwise even the samvid will 
be confounded with asattva.If existence is to be of the 

nature of luminosity,then the atman,which is connected with 


it,surely has the sattva.Jf-Jt is not wise to say that the 

t 

atman is of the nature of luminosity and is irot connected 
with it,as there is no pratyaktvs there.’I know* or f I am 
endowed with knowledge*-,sentences like these show that 
knowledge is an attribute of the soul.Thus when the 
existence of the soul different from the luminosity is 

immm m*mm mm mm mm mm mm mm *** mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mmmm mmrnm mm m m*mm mm *m mm rnrnmm mmmmrnm mm dm mm 

lOO.Brhadarenyaka 5psnisad.IY.iii.9. 
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conceded,the existence/ of the /artha as sn object in the 
form of not being superimposed * is also established,because 

that which does not exist can not be an' object*There is no 
such cohgnition as ’I see or experience's sky-flower* iils 
regards the phantom or mirage it is seen in a superimposed 
form.lt should not be said that there is the straying of 
existence in the abhava, because it also has the bhavatm The 
abhava is stated to be there,only in the form of the counter 
pert which is not being experienced.Otherwise even with a 
counter part,it will be cognised.lt should not be contended 
that since the samvit is inseparably connected with an object 
and as,it does not shine forth without the object,it can not 
be called self-luminous.Uhst as the lamp has its nature of 
light,the samvit is of the nature of luminosity and this 
itself is the svatahpraka§a padartha.Similar is the case of 
the soul.The opponent may here point out that the atman / which 
is all-per\ f ading / exists every where..Just as water is super¬ 
imposed on sand resulting in mirage even so the bodies etc. 
are superimposed on the atman.If we believe in the sattva, 
it is impossible to explain the limitation at a particular 

place.Thus we accept the sad-asad-vilaksanatva on the basis 
of its being seen,taking into account its asattva.This,says 
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Purusottama,is improper .For those who believe in the vastu- 

-paricchede,the samavayin and the like of the substance ekist 

and thus the de§a is easily established.Those, who do not 

* 

accept it,believe that everything is the effect of Brahman, and 

thus the deha would be included in it.Thus when the dels is 
established as also the bodies etc,it is easy to understand 

their superimposition on the soul.Otherwise it is difficult to 
explain it like the sky-flower.The illustration given by the 

jf - 

foil cavers of Samkara viz.’Apratyaksa akase malinyedhyas avaft 
aprstyaksa atmani harlradhyasah 1 is not correct.Ikaia is 
perceptible to the non-intelligent as space^ and to the intelli- 
-gent on account of the nature of the thing itself.Thus the 
illustration does not lead to the desired conclusion.At the 
end of the discussion Purusottama discusses some scriptural 

P — 

passages. JUX * 


He have seen above some important refutations of the 
theories of others,as given by Purusottama.lt may not be 
possible to examine all of them here because it would add 

much more to the bulk of this thesis,but we may say that 
there is nothing wron w in stating that many of his arguments 
are fairly reasonable.The repudiation of the Buddhistic 


101.A.B.P.pp.13-16. 
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Catuskotika is really a jvery good specimen of Purusottama* s 

l 

i / 

scholarship and capacity as an argumentator*Similar is his 

f * t 

rejection of the concept of abba va,the theory of the 
pervasion of the soul, and that of the reflection of the 
soul and Brahman.The question however remains only with, the 
last discussion,in which Purusottama attacks Samkara and his 

thesis that the subject 'em never be an objeet.Purusottama*s 
refutation as detailed above reminds one of the similar but 


more violent refutation t given by Ramanuja.There are flaws in 

Samkara*s theory,but it should be remembered that it is futile 
to aceept everything reasonable and logical in those realms, 


t4>&jure* 

wheme logic has no say of its own.It is rather difficult to 


agree that the atman is the object of pratyagvitti,when there 

is absolute oneness and there can be no subjeet-object- 

relationship or duality,Samkara could have very easily pointed 

out to Ramanuja and Purusottama .what Purusottama has himself 

^ ** • 

said to ?ics3pati while defending Bhaskara.The Whole theory 
of oneness ,adhyasa ,inability to explain the subject-object- 
relationship and all that pertain to the esoteric level and 
not to the exoteric realm of thinking.lt is useless therefore 
to argue that *Ahaa jlrfami’ unde similar sentences show that 


* 
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knowledge is an attribute of the ’I’ ,when §amkara is 

i 

thinking from the point of view of ’Sena kaja vi janiyat* 


It is again curious to note that all the thinkers would like 

* 

to conceal their weak points by falling back upon the Srutis, 
while the same is denied by them to their opponents.Yallabha 


and after him Purusottsma have to take recourse to the Srutis 

very of ten, J'or kamkara it has been stated that he first 
frames his system on the strength of pure reason and then 
tries.to support it by scriptures.In so doing he is some- 


-times compelled ^uite naturally,to distort the scriptural 
psssages-a process,theologians can never toiehate. 


(V). 

Interpretation of the ferutis. 

The Srutis have always been the fountain source of 

> 

Indian philosophical systens.All- the systems,especially the 
Yedantic ones,are said to be dependent mainly on the Srutis 

and every Icarya wishes to show that his theories are not 
new or invented but are the same as taught in the Srutis, 
which were not properly understood by others.The Bhagavad- 

** mm mm mm mm 4m*-*■ m, 

IQg.Brhadaranyeka Upanisad.IY.v.15. 

* » 




I 


>' 



l * 

Gita and the Brahmasutras also enjoy the same position of the 
prasthanas or starting points of those systems.For Yallabha 
however the BhUgaveta is added to make up the Pr as than ac a tus- 
-taya. 

Yallabha says that out of these four Prasthahas,the Srutis, 


the Gita,.the Brahmasutras and the Bhagavata,each former can be 


properly understood with the help of the succeeding one,This 

103 / 

has been illustrated by Piirusottama thus.. The Sruti says, 

104 

1 Apanipedo Javan o grail it?'. Poes this mean that Brahman is 
devoid of worldly hands and feet- or that it is without hands 


and feet altogefther? The Gita passage’Sarvatah panipsdam tad’ 

would help us in this respect and so the alaukika Samar thya of 
God is upheld by accepting the former alternative.Similarly 


105 


106 


the Gita says’Bityah sarvagatah sthanur acalo'yam sanatanah’, 


and ’Mamsivam&o jivaloke 


107 


For understanding this the 
_ _ 108 

Brahmasutrss ’Utkrantigatyagatinam’ etc.would helpftfX in 

deciding the amsatva.lhe Sutras again say*Janmadyasya yatah 


109 


10 3. T, S. Ab, pp.- 38-40. 

104.t>vetasvatara Upanisad.III.19. 
10 5.. Bhagavad Gita.IIII.13. 

106. Bhagavad Gita.II.34. 

107. Bhagavad Gita.XY.7. 

108. Brshmaslitras.il.iii.25. 


109. Brahmasutras.I.i.2. 




This can be understood with the help of the Bhagavata ■ 

110 

passages like *Janmadyasya yato'nvayad...* •• • 


The basic view point regarding the Vedas is almost the 
- same in all the orthodox systems of India.The Vedanta believe 

v V 

-s in the SvataJhpramanyevsda of the £>rutis. As Purusottama 

* * * * 
says the Vedas are an independent Pramana for the roeta- 

- physical knowledge, o£i account of three reasons.firstly 
it is Sattva^odhaka.The Sattva which helps in the right 
knowledge can be purified only by the means stated tn the 


scriptures,and thus they are an independent proof,Secondly 
they ere the N sentences of the Lord Himself .The Ved a s are 
regarded in India as Apsuruseya.Thirdly they^ are of the ■ 


m. 


lature of the external breath of the Highest Lord. The'. 

led as arejfchus eternal.The speciality of the §ud4hadvaits 
is that they believe in a different ,nama-prepares altogether 


i 

We shall however discuss that point in the next chapter. 


The Vedantic writers have throughout tried to find out 
their own theories from the scriptures.The scriptures are 
the works of different sages composed at different times and 

llO.Bbagavata.I.i.l. 

■3 

11. Sarvanirapeksah svetahprSwgs-e^bhuta veda eva. oattva- 
-Hodhakatvat bhagavadvakyetvafc tannibvasitarupatvaAea. 





different places, i'l a tor ally therefore the scriptures may not 

appear to present a coherent system end the need for evolving 

* * 

such 8 system was felt from very early times.Even Badarlyana 

*J >| Q 

has said ’Tat tu samanyayat*..Everyone has tried to find- 
-out 8 consistent system from a bundle of conflicting 
passages. 

Yallabha and Yitthaiesa have not commented upon the 

*• % 

Upanisads and though Purusottama is said to have written 
many Dipikas,most of’them are unfortunately not found,We have 
thus to depend upon the interpretations of the Srutis found 

in the Anubhasya and its Prakssg and other works. 

✓ 

Purusottama discusses how the conflicting Sruti passages 
should be reconciled and interpreted.If we accept one position 
and reject the other,then naturally the passage which is 

rejected would lo^se the Pramanya,though it may form an 

integral part of the Srutis.This is undesirable because how 

can we declare that one passage is right,while the other is 

wrong?As a consequenee^the whole of the Srutis would be 

— 113 

ApranfSnika. ‘ 

How them should the contradictions be reconsiled? 
Purusottama says that it can be done by aecegting both as 

llS.Brahinasutras.I.i. 3.Valiabha , s interpretation of this 

t -f 

Sutra is not taken into account here, 

113. A»B.P.p.4?. 


! 
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equally correct and the contradiction is to be' explained 
on the ground of the superior powers of tne Highest Lord. 
This can be corroborated by the Srutis themselves,e.g. 
♦perasya saktir vividhaiva sruyate* 114 etc.Sueh passages 
show the capacity of the Highest Lord, 115 fhus even if the 
srutis may say that the fire is not hot,we should accept it 
because the Lord has the form of fire as also of being not 

p 

hot. That is how the re brahman can be both sakara and 
nirakara,i.e.with and without forms, 6 lt is thus the 

expressed sense in the Vedas, which is to be accented and 

\ 

not gatinl or laksana i.e.secondary .The gaunl vrtti Whenever 

’ll? 

accepted,is only for the ordinary persons. ' It is on the 
basis of this that Brahman is accepted in the 3uddh~dva.its 
as on abode of contradictory attributes. 


There are however three different approaches in connect! 
-on with the relationship of Brahman and its attributes, 
firstly if we take into account the strength of the word, 


114. Svet^vstara Upsnisad .VI.8. 

115. A.B.P.p.47. 


116. laths ca ohagavatah sarvarupaivena vahnirupatvad anusna- 
-rupatvai cahusnatvavshnitveyor aikTadhifcarsnyie 
cliivatvadinam. apy sikadnihsranyat vahnir anusnah 

pare.® brahma brahmavisnu^ivakaram analcaram ity aviruddh- 
-am ity arthah. S.'S.pp. 124-125. ' ' 

117. ^1 anv evam sati gaun! sarvata evoeehidyeteti tatsiddhy- 
-sdisutrsni virudnyerann iti cet,na ,tesarn mandamadhya- 
-marthatvat.T,S.Ab$. p.37. 




then Br Bhutan is an abode of'all the contradictory attributes. 

We may however think it out in another way also.Whenever 

Brahman is described there are many attributes^, negative as 

well as positive.The negative attributes reject the mundane 

ones ,while the positive descriptions enumerate those which 

are supramundane.Thirdly if we go by implication,Brahman has 

118 

the nature of all the contradictories. " We can easily under- 
-stand the distinction between the first two approaches.To 

say that Brahman contains all the attributes,even contradidt- 

-ory ones ,can not be reconciled with another statement, made 

in the same breath,that it has all the supramundane 
attributes and the negative descriptions pertain only to 

those attributes ,which are mundane.If everything in the 

Vedas is alaukika .everything must be elaufeika and we can not 

explain one word from the point 6f view of the lsukika and 

the other from that of the alaukika.This is what Purusottarna 

* 

' knows perfectly well end that is why he distinguishes between 
the two-approaches. 

On the whole the approach of the iSuddhadvaita authors 

DB.lvamdca babdabalavicarens viruddhasarvadharmasrayam 

brahmeti nirjsaysh.irutyuktayuktys viesre tu laukikadharma- 

-rfeunyam alaukikas&rvadharmayuktam iti idrnayah.hrthabala - 
-vieare tu vir u<) clh.asarvar upsm iti n irn ay ah.h.B.P.p.933. 
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towards the Srutis is that of the acceptance of a devotee c£ 
everything that is stated,whether it may or may not appeal to 
reason.In fact there should be no appeal to reason,because it is 
all beyond the world .-Hundred of passages are interpreted in this 
way in the works of Yaliabha and Purusottama. 

While the way, in which the passages are interpreted / follows 
generally the pattern of the rules of interpretation generally 
accepted by all,-it is necessary to note one important point.Yery 
often the Suddhadvaita takes recourse to the Purahas for under- 
-standing the per port of the Gratis. This has already been noted 
above, while showing the inter relation of the four Prasthanas, 

In the Suddhadvaita.In .the Mubhasyaprakasa Purusottama quotes 
a verse for this* 

in an tasakhasapekse vaidikarthasya nirnaye, 

_* _ * 1X9. 

Svabuddhikalpitad arthad baliyan upabrmhitafe. 

It is interesting to note here that the Pursnas may be understood 
as an aid to the interpretation of the 'Vedas,-especially for under- 

-standing the development of mythology. Pr.I. Win tern itz at one 

V&fcneJb * 

place refers to’the efforts of scholars to bring the weFshsp of 

the Rgveda in to unison with the later narratives and to utilize 

*» *" 


119.i\.B.p.p. 353. Similar case on p.]068 also. 
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the later in the elucidation of the Rgvedie poem. So far as 

' \ 

progressive mythology is concerned, Vedic 1 legends can be 
examined in the light of the P uranic tales.Can the same thing 
be done for the interpretation of the Upanisadic teaching 

also? 

The most important point that requires to be considered 
here is the relationship of the Purva and the Uttara landas 
of the Tedic literature.Purusottama gives the different views 

held by various writers and gives the necessary refutations. 
Samxcara says that the Purva and the Uttara Xandas of the 

Srutis should not be taken together but they ai 8 e rather ©gainst 

1 •> 

each other, because there is & difference in the subject and 
the purpose of teaching.Purusottama says that in that case, 

the Uttara KWida can not be called the Yedahta at all.If there 
is no mutual relationship between the two, there is definitely 
no ekavakyata between them.The Uttara kanda is not necessary 
for explaining the nature of a doer in the actions,for it 
expounds the nature of the individual soul which is neither a 

doer nor an eajoyer.lt again does not lend strength to the" 

Cf.Dr.M.Winternitz.History of Indian Literature .Yol.I.p.105. 
In the footnote ,he refers to Celdner in the ♦Yedische 

Studienl 1.243-295, and Oldenberg,ZBMG 39,72ff and ’Die 
literatur des alten Indian ’pp,53ff. 




m 

actions on the basis of the passage:’lad eva vidyaya karoti..!, 


since only the Udgithavidya leads to the ifarmapauskalya and 


this is not the case with the whole of the Uttara Kanda.The 
ekavakyata can not be established on the ground of accentua¬ 
tion and grammatical rules, because it is not the proper 
basis and goes against the well known Mikahsa rule’Arthaikatvad 
ekam vakyam Sakafiks'am ced vibhage syat. ’The relation between 
the two can again not be ’established by arguing that sacrifices 
create a desire to kaowjlere desire of knowledge is of no use. 


t _ 122 

The Sruti* Vedam an uey ac ary o / n tevls in am anusasti 1 , and 
similar passages differentiate between the Vedas and the 
Up an is ads. The term Vedanta can again not be defended on the 

ground of conventional usage,because it is not included in 
the Svadhyaya. (The view point here is of the convention and 


not the eompound’Yedasya ant ah’.) In that ease its/d pf.4 study 
and thought about it(Mhyayana and vicara) would not be 

enjoined,i.e.would be avaidha.Ite study can not again be 

« 

included in the vicars as fouod in the passages lim.e ’Tad 

vijijnlsasva tad brahma’ * because mere ji jnasa can not 

/ 

restrict it to the three upper classes,According to Samksra 
therefore the Upanisads can not be called Vedanta at all. 


ISl.Chandogya Upsnisad.I.i.10. 

122. TaittirTya Upanisad.I.xi.1. 

123. TaittirTya.Upanisad.nl. i. 
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Bbaskara says that the Purva and the Uttar© KlhdaS have 

\ 

different subjects but have the same purpose.This,says 
Purusottafl}a,goes against the Srutis and Smrtis teaching 
Brahman as the meaning of all the Vedas(Ssrvavedartha.) 

Vi'jSshabhiksu believes that the Bttara ICapda is subordinate 
to the Purva Kanda, as Brahman is the Dharms and all the 
Vedas teach of the Dh.arms.The Brahma vicara is .thus not useless, 

but is for the purpose of a complete study of the Dharraa and 
would thus be on a par' with the halpaslltras.purusottaraa argues 
that this would go against the scriptural passages, which show 
that Brahman is the meaning of all the Vedas.This would again 
run counter to the view the sages like Jaimini, who did not 

complete the Dharmavicara and Vyasa, who did not begin with 

the Dharmavicara.The analogy of the Kalpasutras is not proper, 
because of the difference in the topic of discussion(Prsti- 
-pifdyabheda) in the Uttar a fan da. The opinion of ^rikantha is 
also refuted. 

f 

s _ 

How are the two parts related in the Suddhadvsita?j\cc ord- 

__ _ -jg4 

-ing to the passages like ’Mali vidhatte'bhidhatte mam. . 

The term. Upanisad can be understood to Mean the knowledge of 
Brahman and Atman according to the Brahmavada.The term vidya 
means the negation of any understanding of distinctions as 

M 0mm *■* mm ww. m mm W mm mm m* m\ mm mm «a» «*• mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm tmm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mtm mm mm- m 

124.Bhagavats Puraha.II.xxi.43. 




per the passage,’Tidy atmani bhidabadhah,’ '* So when the ■, 

i 

sacrifices are performed r .vith ka owl edge, they lead to the Karma- 

> 

-pauskalya.Tfae Jedehtas are thus required for the Purva Kanda. 
Knowledge again can be obtained by me, who has a pure- mind 
and the sacrifices and the like are instrumental in the 
purification of thdmind.Thus the Purva Kanda is helpful .to the 


i x 

Vedailta.Though in both of them Karma arid Jnana are known to be 

/ 

v \ 

respectively principal,.the subject matter of both is cate and 
the same in as much as actions and knowledge are different 
attributes of the sanie object i.e.the Highest Lord,When they 

are combined,the result is the Brahmabhava and the attainment 
of the highest position,Thus both of them have the same 

purpose .This being the case, it is meaningless j$o point out 

186 

any contradiction between the two. 

According to the &uddhadvaita all the words express 
Hod .Pur usottama says that those, who take^ the scriptures 
as having the purport of action only, are completely ignorant 
of the fact that the scriptures .teach of the Highest Lord. 

<j>his is very nicely brought out by Purusottama,whom we may 

fully quote here. tt /$traivam bhati.Yedasyopakramo hi mantra- 
-devatastutyadav upayukteh.prakaranam ca yegasya.Sa ca ’yajno 



185.Bhagavata Purana.II./xix.40. 
126.A.B. P. pp. 46- 49,69- 70. 
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vai visnur’iti 'sruter bhagavadrupah.DeYatas pagnyadayo yaga- 

-£esa bhagavadsmsabhut ah.hertafpur us o'pi yagaseso bhagavadansah. 

purusasesabhutam phalam apy'etasyaiviaiandasyljhylhi’ty adi&ruter- 

-bhagavadajababkutain,TathaivopakaranahygTpi.Evam sarvam sakalTt- 

-paramparaya oa bhagsvadruparo iti bhagavaty eva irutes 
__ 12 ? 

tatparyam". Additional arguments are also given by our author 
to show that the sacrifices are of the nature of the Highest 


Lord.Vedas'have .various branches and each sacrifice e.g. 
Jyotistoma is described in them in various ways.What is the use 
of tfc^differends^ descriptions of one and the same sacrifice, 
when one such a description would have been enough?If 

different descriptions are for those who are not intelligent, 
then one simple explanation for them would have worked even- for 


those / who are intelligent.hor are 
better results, since in that case, 


they for propounding the 
it is useless to describe 


the same fruit everywhere.The variety of descriptions is thus 


for establishing the similar variety of the ffarms of the Lord. 
In the 'S a khan taradhikarana of the PurvamTmansa"sutras,there are 

24 aphorisms to discuss^jd and refute the contention that there 
is difference of action,corresponding to the difference of " 

baidias and it has been established that only one karma is 


taught in various branches.We should therefore concede that 


12?.T.So.Ab.p.21. 
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karma has many forms. This can be explained only on the ground 

128 

of passages like,'Vedai's ca sarTair sham eva vedyah*, Showing 

that the Highest lord is the teaching of the Vedas, tihe Sruti 

129 

further asserts ’Yad e&am a^yaktam anantarupam , i.e. the God 
has many or endless forms.Purusottama therefore concludes: 

*Bhaga va t o' n enar upa t vatf yajffarupasya bahuarskarair nirubanam 

Tne Buulhadvaita thinkers do not agree that the Upasanas, 

which form part of the Uttara hands ,are for the purification 

of the mind,as has been made out by the Mayaradins.Meditations 

131 

actually teach of the greatness of God.' 


130 


It will of course be a very useful study to see'how the 
Bpanisads are interpreted in the Suddhadvaita.Thousands of 
passages are interpreted by Vallabha and Purusottama ,though 
the former did not comment upon them regularly,while for the 
later, even though he is said to hare done so,most <£ his 
commentaries are not extant.lt is possible to show these 

** *** *** ** *** +** ** *** *** *** *■** *•“* *** «*** *»*» mm mm mm mm im mm mm mm mm mm nm mm <■* mm mm mm mm mm mm « mm mm « 

128. Bhegevsd Gita .IV.15. 

129. Malianaraniys Upanisad .1.15. 

130. T.Sn.Ab.pp.24-26. 

133. Ud.gTth adisui* y adyupasenaya tattstprakarenoktam phalam tens 
tenopYsyena diyate.TeSam cs pratikatvena tatkrtaphala- 

-danan mularupamlhatmyan,eva, pratipaditam bhavati.Jnate 
ca mahatmye tatra bhaktis taya j^aham.T.S.Ab.p.45. 
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interpretations after collecting the. srast number of passages 
found explained by them,especially by purusottama in his 
voluminous works.This however requires a special study from 

that particular point of view.Ior the present however I have 
just given the fundamental approach to the Gratis,as clearly 
.explained by Purusottama, Even then I would like to examine here 

the interpretation of the Mendukya Upanisad,toge3iiher with 
that of the Gaudapada karikas,as given by Purusottama. 
Purusottama’s commentaries on the Ersimhottaratlapin^Kaivelya, 

and Brahma TJpanisads are also available,but the purpose of 

these commentaries appears to be to show that the said works 

can not be explained so as to teach the Kevaladvaita of 

- \ 

bamkara.Bven in the commentary on the Mahdakye the purpose is 

definitely the same.It is however an important Upanisad/ and 
Purusottama has commented upon the first two chapters of 
the Gaudapada’s Aarikas also.We will therefore study the 
Dipika of Purusottama on this Upanisad from three points of 
view; the interpretation of the Upanisad,the explanation of "• 

the Aarikas and the relationship of the Upanisad with the 
KariksTs in the light of purusottama’s remarks. 

The Upanisad begins with the syllable 6m.Purusottama says 
that the fc>ruii wants to teach the seed of the express! ai of 
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Brahman in the whole of the Vedas.This is taught by stating 
the meaning of. the syllable Qm. The Oa is of the nature of 

Aksara Brahman.(Cm ity etad' aksaraoi.)Everything that can be 
measured by time,past',present and future,and whatever is 
beyond the lime' e.g-.jiva eto.,all thms is Qm.The speech 
which expresses,y/hat is expressed by Om ; is an explanation of 

it. ’ Every thing,that which is an effect and that which is 

not, is Brahman Nothing is different from Brahman. That which 

we express by the term Om and the term Brahman,having all 

the forms ,that soul is Brahman i.e.it is to be expressed by 

133 

the term Brahman:it is not the Prakrti," As the term atman 

is known to be used for the purnsa and the individual souls 

> 

the Upanisad says; ’So'yam atm a catuspat.’This is for averting 


any understanding of the Pur us a or the jiva here. The 

134 

passages from’so'yam atms...’upto ’So atma sa vijneyah.'" 1 * 

|ia . _ rT ^ 4^ — ^ mm ^ — mm Warn —■ wm —— «m» mm mm mam ^ mm » 

132 / Idem sarvam tasyopavyakhyanam: IdamZ/sarvara Omkarayoni- 

-kara vah^sayam. ..Upavyakh^yanam nikatataya viveranam 
ity ai-thah.kandukya dipika.p. 4. 

133. Ayara atrna brahma.Mandlikya upanisad.2.This is understood 

by Purusottemo as against any doubt regarding the 
teaching of prekrti of the Samkhye. 

334. Mandukya' Upanisad. 7.Mandukya BTpika p. 20. 
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is something like an explanation of what has already been^ 
stated before.As purasottama says ’Idam sarbam vaksysrasnam 
ca sutrarupens purvam uktasya vrttirupan jneyam’. As the 

Bpanisad is aware of the difficulty in understanding it,the 
s’tmen is divided into four padas. * 

r 4 • 

What is the meaning of the pads here? It does not mean 

’Legs’ as in the case of a cow,it means ’parts’ os in th e case 
136 

of coins. Further it is instrumental everywhere,in so far as 
itji signifies Brahman.lt is not instrumental in the first 

three and objective in the last,for otherwise the 'formlessness 

1 

would lead to its inexplicablity.' 


le first pads is said to be jlgaritasthana i.e.having as 
its resort the sattvika an tKai^karana vrttivises8.lt is desn&Med 
as bahih-prajnah # because,on account of it,the individual souls 
have the comprehension of the external objects. . It has 


135. fsndukya Dipika.p. 5. 

136. iiarsap an aider ivafosavacanah padasabdah na tu gavader iva 
caranavacanah.Ibid.p.5. 

1 

137. la trip i br shin eg am aka t vat karanasadhenah sarvatra,na tu 

■ fisvadisu karanasldhanas turlye kariaas adhan ah.Yairupyed 
brahman 0 nirvacyatepatte§ ca .Ibid.p.5. 

138. Jsgaritam sattviko'ntahkaranavrttivifeesab s than am yasya 
sa jagaritasthlnah.Bahir leukike bahye visaye prajna 

avabliaso yena jivinam sa bahih prajnah.Ibid.p.6. 

** % *■** 
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seven limbs and nineteen faces.The limbs are the worlds and 
the faces are ,ten organs (Of sensation and action),five life- 

-breaths and four internal organs.They are doors of approaching 
139 

it. It is described as ’Sthulabhuk*,because it enjoys the 
gross body of the Brahmanda or the gross objects of enjoyment 
by means of these doors.lt is Y a is van ara,sinc e it leads all 

i 

the individual souls to their proper worlds and enjoyments 

, , 140 < 

m various ways. Purusottaaia says that’ his interpretation 

is inbcnfonaity with the l3ruti, ’Paclo'sya vikva bhutsni. * 
here Purusottama gives a very impprtant explanation/ of the 


term pad a///hen he says ,’padyete jnayate param Brahman eneti 

* * 

__j . . 143 _ 

psaan. The term pada thus means that by which Brahman can be 
known. 


The second is svapnasthUna i.e.having the dream as its 
abode ,the rajasa antahkaranavrttivi^esa.It is antMapra jf?a, 
because on account of it one experiences the internal object 
in a dresffl.lt is previviktabhuk because of the enjoyment of 


S 


133. Mukhady upalabdhidvarani.Mandukya BIpixa.p.6. 

140. Yi&vak sarvaiitaran ji fin anekadh! tattaducitalokesu 

^ * 

bhogesu cs nsyatTfci vihvanarsh.Ss eva vaifevanarah sarva- 

■* ^ mrnm ***** 'I * t* 0 } 

-pinaamma.IbiQ.p.?. 

141. Eg-veda.X.90.3. 

+ ** * * 

143. Mandukya Mpika.p. 7. 
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i 

the internal with respect to the sense-organs. it is taijasa 

because it helps in the enlightening of th^lndriyas. This is 

the second pads.Here also Purusottama explains pada as 

144 

1 Jnapakomsah.’ 

The susuptasthana,the tawssa antahHarana^rttivi^esa is the 

A * , \ 

third.lt is described ,as ’ekibhutah 1 /because of its in-separable 

connection with the jive md it is called’Pra jnahaghana*,since 

it is the mass of prgjfiahas.Purusottama explains prajSsna in 

two ways, (l)prajnanaui tattadindriyejanyani jlanani, {£}Prakrst- 

» <* »» 

_ 145 146 

-am jnsnaffi yais tenmdriyani. The term •eva'in the Hp an is ad 

% 

is for averting the knowledge of everything as different from 
the very nature.The third p"ada is called ’jtoaadabhuk 1 ,because 

as compared with the previous two,it is full of bliss.lt has 

¥ 

the essence of the attributes of Brahman,and it is also the 
Brahmaloka.lt is not however the Highest Bliss, because the 
bliss here is measured.This however should not lead us to 
admit the existence of even the slightest 


* ^ i 


1-43. Previviktam indriyapeksaya an tar am bhunkts iti. 

Mandukya Dlpika.p.9. 

144. Ibid.p.9. 

145. Ibid.p.10. 

146. Prajnahaghana evanandamaysh.Mahdukys Upanisad.5. 




340' 


misery is the' result of dualistic experience,which is absent 

here.Because it is anandamaya,it is said to be ariandabhuk.The 

* 

door of enjoyment is the eetas.As purusottama puts it levels- 

(X. 

-bodhelksanam £ vasm inj&agr ah a ks kar enap ar in a t am cetas cittam 

„ * _ 147 

mukhem anandopalabdhidvaram asyeti cetomukhah.* 15b© vi&va 

and the taijasa though knowing the past and the like,show 

dualism ,but in the third pads, there is no dualism and thus it 

is called prajna.TIie ttpanisad,after teaching of the nature, 

describes His greetness.As he inspires all the different things 

lie is the controller of ail^like the fourthJh© knows everything 
as nan-different from himself .He is thus Sarvefevare and Servaj- 
-na.He again enters and'regulates and thus is called the 
totaryamin.Ee is the Y©ni,the place of origin of everything. 

Prom him are born all the beings and they merge in him finally. 


-i'he fourth pad a is described by tbe fcruti at first with 

negative attributes,so as to differentiate it from the first 

! 

three .He is neither sntahprajna,nor behihpra jnc, because he 
does not create anything endowed with vikalpabuddhi,either 
externally or internally .He is again not ubhayatahprajSa i].e 
he is osu-iseient and his prajHa does not depend upon the 


145. ksndukya DIpika. p; 11. 
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_ 148 

object or the pramanas. T.t is neither prajf?a,nor aprajf a> 
nor even prajHahaghana.lt is not an object of our eyes or any 

other sense organ^.( ftdrsi^,avy8Yaharya)lte can not again be 

sn object of any organ of sction(sgrahya) .He is beyond all 
inferences (alaksya) ,coi?iparisons(alihga),thoughts(aeintya) and 


expre3sions(avyapedebys).After thus distinguishing him fro® 


everything else by means of negative attributes,positive 

description is given'for explaining his greatness.He is to be 

149 

approached by those,who have knowledge of the soul. - ’The 
erpance of the world is quietened in him.is he is beyond all d 
limitations,there can'be no expence of the world different^ 

if 

from him.He is quiet,benign and devoid of duality.They is how 


150 

people believe Mm to be .He is not T suoh and such* alone.' 

He is the at.man,he should be known,Thus even though beyond 
mind and speech,the description of him is not futile because 
he is the self .This also makes clear the doctrine of grace. 

i 

. ifter this the .Open is ad with a view to show the affinity 


148.iandukya Sipika.pp.20-21.' 

149. Ekatroapratyayaslram ekatmapraiyayair jHanibhih saro' 
nuseranam yssya.Ibid.p.21. 

150. Etadrfeam caturtham sianysnte,na tv etadrsa eve sah.Ibid.p 

■ . 22 
151.Sa pUrvoktarltika ataa vijneyah,atmatvato na vaiyarthyam 

ity arthah.Tsvsta brutyantaroktam var an aikalabhy at Yep 
. eva sphutlbhavati.Ibid.p.22. 


v 




between the syllable 'Om and the Brahman,compares the first 

three padas with the three morae,i,0,and M and the last pada 
with the moraeless nada.Purusottama says after explaining 


these comparisons; ? Evam nadasya torlyedharma vatt vana matra- 
ntaranam pod ehteras adharmyenadhisiheyetvas amy e^fh ca Omkaro 

t * 

mukhyagaunavrttibhyam atmabhimis ity arthah.ntmabhiimatfoad 
evsksarsbhinno jneyah. 1158 ike ITpanisad concludes by giving 

the phalasrati.j’Bamvihaty atmahatriadam ya evam veds. 1 

purusottma explains samvisati as fUpabhunkte'and cites the 
hruti, 1 so' snute sarvah iamah saha brahmans vipaUcita. * 


labile commenting upon the first nine verses of Osudapada- 


Karikas,Purusottaiaa makes an important statement: ,f fatha 

eedam siddhyati.Sarvapindatma vihvah,sarvendriyatma teijafah 

* % 

sarvamana-atma sarvaprahetma va pr a jn ah * Ivambhavafe canehhi- 


msnena ity evemrupah paramo, tmaiva jneyo na tu hsrirah. 


154 


Prom the analysis of the interpretation of the Upanisad 
as given by Purusoitama,it is clear that Purusottama and for 
that matter the Suddliadvaita teachers do not believe that 


152.Mendukys lapika .pp.33-82. 
153,Ibid.p.32, 

154.Ibid.p.16. 
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She four quarters as described in the Upanisad.refer to the 
four states of consciousness.They are on the other hand 
various forms of God,.who is capable of assuming endless? 
forms,This is perhaps the reason why at many places in the ' 
dissolution of the compounds the instrumental and not the 
genitive is ace epted.e.g.Bahihprajriah:Bahye visaye prajlfa 

*1 KGs 

avabhaso jlvanlm ysna Soli. etc. Is this a correct reading of 
the meaning of the Openisad?It appears that the Upanisad 
teaches about the states of consciousness^rather than what 


& 


is ezplain/by Purusottama,and the interpretation according to 

v! 

that SB3®s. more natural.One will also perhaps find that 
pur-usottama is unnecessarily bringing in the doctrines of 
the Suddhadvaita at places. Thus for instance what is the 
ground i or telling about the * (Tan i iTaii and a tvs * in connection 
with the prajns and its (his )attribute( In an d am ay a 1 ? The 

r ' 

explanation of ^amviSati* as ^pabhunkte*,while interpreting 
the phala&ruti,appears to be far-fetohed.lt is no use finding 

faulw with purusoctania here and there,because many suoh weak: 
points can be found out.It must be said however that just as 
the absolutism of Samkara can not- be found out in the 
Upanisad in toto,similarly the 'Suddhadvaita also can not be 


155.Mandukya Uipika.p.6, 
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accepted as taught here completely. 

Coming to t‘,e Karl las of Oaudaplda jWe have already seen 

in the preceding chapter that though Puruso'tt'ama has 
commented upon all the chapters,his commentary only on the 
first two is extant.Any way the commentary on the first- two 
chapters,especially the' sec aid, is enough to show how 
Purusottama has' interpreted the lierikas in keeping with his 
own theoryes.le may note here some interpretations which are 
interesting for our purpose. 

The KFrika* Oevasyaisa svabhavo'yam* aptakamasya ka 
158 

sprha* " is taken by Burusottama to prove the theory of 

f 

Ilia.He says ffena krldTSto'yaw evabtoSvo na tu sprhsya karanaA 

One may note here that tie term’ KridaiahH is added by 

Purusottama here.The immediately preceding Korika *Kr-Idartham 
iti eapare’need not warrent such a conelusion / because it is 

-s. 

again preceded by*Bh©gartham srstir ity anye.'Is it that 

the author of the-SFrika really accepted the theory of 
KrTda?Perhaps he did not,for how to explain the ’Apare* 
otherwise?In the three Strikes I.7-9,the author gives 


157 


156.0-3udaps.d8 Karika.I.S. 
157.3pndul£ya .Dipilia.p. 19. 




various opinions regarding creation but it may not mean 

that the last opinion is of the author himself .Perhaps 
(rsudapada does not prefer the one to the other. 

How ere the J£arikss,I.16,17,18 explained by Purusottama? 
The werse 16 says that whoa the individual soul, sleeping on 
account of the beg-inningless may a, is awake, then the unborn 
sleepless dreamless non-dualism is known.Purusottama says 

that Madimayaya etc .means that,when one gets the Mhikara 

for the realization of the fourth,he knows it,which has been 
described before.The term ’yada* in the verse shows some 

effort for obtaining,but on the basis of the passage 

_ 158 

’Tedaatsvijnanasuni^citsrtha.. .etc.» it is suggested that 

the realization oecures at the time of the aid .Purus ottama 

argues for this;lAnyatha purvaSlokena gatahthstvad etam na 
159 

vadet.* SSrika 1? runs *If the world exists it will no 
doubt be removed.This dualism is just mays,there is advaita 

from the highest point of view.'purusottama says that 

-i 

this verse is intended to teaeh that dualism is of the 
nature of interim creation.This is for removing the 

mm mm mm mmmm mmmm mm m mm mm mmmm mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmtmmmmrtemmmmmrnm mmmm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm* m — -n~ ~r— -n ~r •"mmmmmmmmmfwm mm mmmmmmmmmmmmmmrnmm 

158. Mundaka Upanisad.III.ii.6. 

159. Mandukya Dipika.p.26. 
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dualistie ideas in the minds of those^who have the 
different Mhikara and who are thus incapable, of tolerating 
the delay.Xsrika 19 means that the distinctions,if at all 
imagined by any one,will be removed.This Tada (discussion?) 

is because of preaching .When truth is known there is no 
dualism.purusottama however explains it in a different way. 

He says that this verse also corroborates what has been 
stated in the previous verse.His explanation^ is : n Kalpito- 
vikalpo manaso yadi kenacit upasanena yogsdisadhanena vs 
viheeato nivarteta.Tada suddhe cetasi upade^ad jnate turTye 
ayam vadsh bhedapadakstvat dvaitarupo na vidyate. 1 ” 
Purusottama then adds w Sarvasya tsdabhinnatve jnate 

bhedasyapi tadanatirekat so'jbi purvabuddharupadvaito brahma- 
-ive bhavati.’ 1 ^ The verse is really a difficult one for 

interpretaticn.purusottama’s explanation of’Eenacit’snd 

the way in which he construes the second line do not appear 

'\ 

to be convincing. 

Purusottama’s interpretation of the Earikas of the 

second chapter is worth considering.Purusottama says in . 

* /• 

the beginning, of the chapter:."UpadeksyamanajSihavisayasya'- 
-tnanah sarvatmskatvalaksane svarupe bodhanTye 

mm m* m* mm m* mm mm mm mm mrnmrntmmm *mmm m*m**mmm mm tm +m mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mmmm< 

160. Mandukya Bipikl.p.26. 
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tadviroahinah prstiysnanasya kalpsaikasya bhedasya nisasaya ' 

K 1 

bhedavadyabhimataprapeneasya mithyatvam pratipadayisyan 
161 

...etc. M *Uader the first three verses purusottama gives 
two syllogisms to prove the unreality of the dream 
experiences, following the Earikas.They sre’Svapnikah 

sarvabhavabhedab sarIrentahstheh.Sarxrasamvrtatvat.Yad 

* W '•* * * 

> * 

yat safevrtam tat tad an^tahstham.Grhakumbhavat.Yad va hsrira- 

-samvrtem tac charirintabstha®. Sirantradivat.* and T Tatha 
< » *• 

cs yadi getve pabyet tam debara prapabyan pratibuddhss 

tatraiva tistfeet.Yato naivam ato nsivam.Yato na gatva 

. . 162 

pabyati tato'ntareva pasyeti. 1 The second. line of the 

* 

third verse according to Purusottaraa,counters those,#io 
believe in the reality of the dream creation on the 
analogy of the creation of the Cintamani and the like. 

The fourth verse extends the unreality to the internal 
waking world.The internal waking creation is here ofcourse 

i * , 

the object,visualized by the mind.which is different from 
an external object.Thus the svapna and the jlgarita sthanas 

r- 

are of the same type(Verse 5)One may point out that while 

/ 

161. Mondukya BIpika.p.33, 

162-. Ibid. pp.33-34. 
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in the dream everything is created,in ; the waking state it 
is the external object that is thought of.How can it be 

k. * * 

unreal?Iarika 6 replies to this that the object of mental 
delifration does net exist before and after that 

A - 

*} 

deliberation and is thus.an a par with the object,experienced 

in a dream.Purusoitama says »na.hi msnavakah siahatvena 

163 

dhyatah sinho bhavati.* It need not be said that the 
objects of our ideas should not be called unreal,because 
they very often produce real results.The Sarika 7 is a 

, s 

replj^jjf to this.This happens even in dreams.Purusottama 

gives illustration for this,*Svapnikapramad'a|garMadina 

164 

param 1 rthikaskhalan 8 .darsanat , , 1 It should be noted here 
that ’ Saprayojanats" viprajdjmdyate*is explained by 
Purusottama as ’Ssprayojanata svapnja pi vipratipannato 

/ 

idneitkara sati sattvasadhika.* 

If adyantavattva is the criterion of unreality,the 
scriptures enjojning svarga would be futile.Svarga is . 
produced of the spur va. The apurva is produced of our own 

w »»**m*m*m>*mm» <*»<**«*"*-I* mm mm m*mm «—**<*•»* mm mm *■*»**■*»• 

163. Mlndukya BTpika.p.37. 

164. Ibid.p. 37. * 
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actions and is thus liable to destruction by worship etc. 
Karika 8 is a reply to this.pur usottama's explanation of 
the yerse is that the apurva (apur'Tara ssmatkriy ebhi vy a kt am 

karma) is an attribute of the Lord. (SthanidharmahtSthffliinah 
jagr adadis than &va t o dharmah)as is the case with those,who 
live in the heaven.(Svargastha hi devas t aim iy ale katven a 

bhagavafa perame&varena sthapitah sarvada tatra nivasanti) 

For them heaven is not established by the apurva out is 
of the nature of the avayavas of the lord.Similarly the 
apurva is also not obtained by aetion but is eternal.The 

same is the ease with heaven.lt is only the connection 
between the two, that is produced and therefore the Karma- 
-hruti is not futile.TSi is the second line of Karika 8 

c 

is understood by purusottama as 'Svargavaflineh svargaP va 
STsbhisajais tan dharmsn va* and 1 preksate’ as-’divyacaksusi 
labfthe ss'ksat karoti.’Tlie last quarter specifies the 
preksana. ’Tathaiveha su^iksitah’: f Yena prakarena bhagavad 
rupataya apurvataya va tatsvsrupajSahe upadhyayena sutaram 
dsttahiksas tatKal Thus he sees the heavsns / as he has been 
taught here about them.*^* 

165. Ifandukya. Dipika. pp. 38-39. 
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If everything is unreal,even the seer would be unreal. 

This would lead to the £unyavads.(?.10)iferika Il ls for/ ■ 

giving the Siddhanta. The term ’Devah* in the verse 

according to purasottama,has its cannecticsi with the krlda. 

Thus the imagination, of Rod is of the nature of sport.Hie 

three cases used in 1 A tiaan a *, 1 1 tm sn am * and * Aims’ show 
$ ✓ 
that the Lord is the essence of all the' iSrlkas.puruso ttama 

says * Tatropalaksanavidhaya sarvatmatvam sarvakarakatvaii 
ca sadhitam.Skarabhede karakabhedabhavat. ’ ^\’he nature of 

s 

the imagination is the regulation of particular names in the 

-v 

'/articular forms of his own.The term ^va*in 1 svamayaya* 
w. 

is for shying that this power is non-different and 

f 

dependent.He knows the distinctions as of his own nature. 

Purusottama gives an illustration for this.’Tatha purusah 

*• » ^ 

'sankhasurabhimatsyadimudrah svingulibhir vidhaya tasu 

_ i a ri 

tsttadrupatara anusandhatte tadvat.* * * 

The Siddhanta would thus show, that nothing is unreal. 
What then about the arguments,advanced for proving the 

unreality of everything? The /jtgrikas, that follower© for 

166 Jifandukya BTpika.p.41. 

16?.Ibid.p.41, 




dispelling the doubts regarding this.The Marika 12 asserts 

that God imagines the substances thus.Ee transforms (Tikaroti 

vikrtan karoti)the illusory substances,which are separate 

6 

from his essential nature(aparan ; .Svatmarupejlhyo i tiriktsn)♦ 

The objects are irregularly( avysvasthitah) imagined in the 
mind,while these of external experience are regular(NiyataSi} 

Even in this false imagination,God does it.The following 
two verses 13 & 14 are for making clear the unreality of 
the objects,so imagined. 

Ter-ses 15 and 16 show respectively the manner of 
imagination, corresponding to the two verses life IS.Ksrika 
15 says that the Lord first imagines (creates?)the jiva who 
essays to hold the life-breaths or the Hiranyagarbha.After 
this comes the ..turn of the external objects of enjoyment 
and the internal instruments of enjoyment.The word ’Prthag- 
-vidKan ’is for showing that the distinction in these 

objects is not that of the essence.Karika 16 gi^es the 
well known illustration of the rope and the snake.‘The 


following gSrikSs 18 and 19 show how the ignorance as 
stated in the previous Kotiks’ , can be destroyed by knowledge 


While explaining Karika 18 Purusottama says that just as 
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darlmess is the cause of indiscrimination in the rope-snake 

example,here also the cause is the maya of the sporting God, 

It is described in the last quarter of the iCarika 19.Purusottama 

explains ’Taya'yam jTvo mohito bhavati tadrkprakarakah svayam 
_ _ 168 

paramatmaivs mayetyarthah.’ Thus the maya is the svarupa of 
the Lord and it deludes the jlva. 


The following nine verses are for explaining the Darstan- 
-tika-an'&a in the preceding verse 18.These verses show that 
the Highest Lord is the essence of everything.Terses 29 and30 


are for those,who know only one aspect.lt is ,the desire of God, 
which regulates the knowledge of all these aspects.He protects 
him,who sees Him in various ways after becoming that which 


the worshipper sees him to belTadgrhah samupsiti tarn* is 

explained as 1 Tadgrfeas tadekanistho va tattadbhavatmakam 

atmanam samupaiti,prapuoti,tasminllinas tadatmako bhavatity~ 
169 

arthah.’ purusottama gives another interpretation also,which 


we have not noted above.’Avati’is understood as 



or ’Sada snusandhette*.This wilt be connected with the worshipp- 
-er.’Sa -bhutva’is explained on the basis of f Devo bhutva 
devan apyeti. ,f fhe ICarika M is also understood in the same way. 


168.Mandukya DTpika .p.47. 
169.Ibid.p.50. 
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( 

Those ; who know only one aspect of Ood, have taken His to be 

different from the Pranas etc.,which are non-different. 

• * 

C 


(Ap^rthfbhavaih: abhinnasattakaih) who knows j)his / properly 



can advance the scriptural views without ‘any 

170 ^ 

doubt. 

The Karikas 31to 33 which identify the world with the mays 
gendharvanagars etc.are stated by purusottama as directed 
against those / who believe in dualism.The world,as understood 
by them,'is really a phantom of imagination.But even the 
mithyavadins are wrcng.Jiarika 34 is a reply to them.This 
souLft is just imagined even by those, 'who advocate the 

Mithyavada.purusottama says 1 ayaoi atma asadbhir mithyabhuta- 
i:e bhavaih pranadibhih sadhitam yad advaitam tenapi kalpatah, 

arthan mithy a vadibhih. Bhlva api advayena anyatha bhsvsnti 

171 

tatha kalpitah,arthad ekaikam&avadibhih.’ Thus the monism, 


which accepted by both,is proper. Karikas 35,36 show how the 

* - 

advaita is to be understood.The world is not pluralistic but 

is non-different from Brahman.Yesses 3?, 38 show the means for 
obtaining the knowledge of the soul.And the last Karika states 
the phals.At the end Purusottama gives a very interesting 


170. Mahdukya Dipika.p.50. 

171. Ibid.p.52. 
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summery of the contents of the second chapter. 


172 


The interpretation of the second chapter,as given by 
Purusottema, will make the following points quite clear.In his 
attempt to find out the 'Suddhadvaita from the Karikas, 

Purusottarsa has to explain them in such a way that all the 
verses,which directly teach the theory of illusion,describe^ 
the world as such for those^wbo are dualists.Kirika 11 is said 
to give the Siddhanta but the way jn which the following verses 

12,13 are explained in relation to it,is really more ingenious 
than natural.Even the explanation of the ESrikls 11 and 34 
appear to be..far-fetched.The explanation of the Jdariks 8 is 
a good piece of imagination,as .also that- of the last ..quarter 
of the .KHriki 19. The inclusion of the term krida now and then 
may be wholly unwarranted.The editor Bhatta Ramanath Shastri 
says in his introduetion®^rimatpurusottamacarsnair api,bhavan- 


-matamulaguroh Khrikasv api mayavado na labhyste,labhyate 
tu Brahmavadah iti dariayadbhih svapUndityana vivrtah.” 

Scholarship is surely there. 


173. 


The relationship of the narikas with the tip an is ad has 
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172. hapdukys Bipika.pp.54-55 

173. Ibid.Introduction. 
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174 

posed a problem for modern scholars. Some of them think that 
the Karikas also form part of the Upanisad, while others do not 
agree to that view.Purusottama consistently calls it Gauda- 
-vartika,as we have seen in the previous chapter;In the 
commentary itself Purusottama does not give any clue regarding 
his own opinion._4t one place in the Ivaranabhahga Purusottama 
says that the verses in the Msndukya Upanisad and the three 

chapters are read among the Sruti mi by the moderns,"' 

Any way the tradition of regarding the Karikas as part of the 
Upanisad seems to have been current in thejmediaeval times, 
though the kuddhadvaita school does not appear to have 
accepted it. 

OH). . 

Interpretation of the Sutras. 

Whereas the scriptures form the first starting point of 
the Suddh8dvait8,as also in all the systems of the Vedanta, 


174. for a discussion see.Yidhushekhsra Bhattacharya.Agama- 
-sastra of G a ud a pad a. In tr o.p.xxxviii.ff.,TiM.P.Mahadevan 

Gsudepada,a study in the early Advsita.p.31.ff.Of.also 
’The problem, of the Upanissdic theory of the Igama$d/ 
Prakarena of Gaudapada* by B .hi. K. Sharma.Bharatlya Tidy a. 

V ol. JV11 .h os i 3&4. 

175. Ya i t e thy ad va i t a Is t a sen ty a khy am prakaranatrsyam Mahdukya- 
-sthah £iokas ca Gaud apadiy any e tan id an in ten air Upanisat- 
-su pathysnte.T.Sn.Ab.p.63. 
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the Brahmssutras form the third.Vallabha began to comment upon 
the® and his son completed his work.Purusottsma has written a 
voluminous sub-corn^ent ar y on it called prakasa.At many places 
Yellsbba disagrees from his predecessors and Purusottama has 
tried to uphold his teacher’s views with admirable erudition 

and labour.lt will be an interesting study to see how the 
interpretations of Yallabha differ from those of others.lt is 
easy to say whether this or that interpretation of a particular 
Sutra appears to be correct,hut it is surely difficult,perhaps 
impossible, to''say whether any particular system can be evolved 

out'of the whole work. The Brahmasatres / as we have them today, 
do not anpear to be the work of a single author or the work 
even of a particular period and it is very difficult to find out 

any coherent system of set theologieo-philosophical ideas in 

\ 

them.I have tried to examine some of the interpretations of 
Yallabha and yitthale6a,taking into account Purusottama*s 
remarks upon them. 

Yallabha reads the two Sutras I.i.g and 3 as one.He refers 

* 

to others,who separate those Sutras.He does not give any 
particular reason for a combination of the Sutras.He just says: 
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’Kcutat sutrakarasammatam iti partibhati*. It is therefore 
left for Furusottama to point out why Tallabha has differed 
from all others.purusottama says that in the BrahmasUtras, 
we find that the Adhikarajfas are formed after stating that 
which is to be established and the proof for the same,so it 
is proper that both the Sadly a ana the Hetu should be 
expressed here.The term Brahman is understood by the followers 
of the SS&khya to mean the Prakrti and so to avert this it 
is necessary to show that the causality of Brahman is stated 
in the scriptures.Onofesy point out that even if two Sutras 
nay be read separately,we may have the Adhiksrens of the 

i irs \j tnree Sutras, In the first Sutra in the term * nth a T , 
v/hich stands for the prerequisite of the $hsrmsvicare,the 
Brahmavicara is also implied and thus even though the Pratfana 

m 

i 

has not been expressly stated,Brahmen can be taken to be 

kn own only from the Bp an is ads. The combination of the Sutras 
thus noc necessary.purusotbama says that VAtha f has many 

meanings aid even if it means 'Anentarya*,it may not be 
taken to imply the Oh arms'vicar a. Hence it .is better to have 


176.JUB.tj.63. 
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only one Sutra.If we agree with, those, who aecept two different 

Idhikaranss of the two Sutras,the first has no hetu while the 
second leeks the Saclhya.Thus both are wanting and therefore 
cannot establish the desired prameya. 17 'though Yallabha here 
differs from that which has been accepted by all the other 


coiEventatorSjthe arguments of purusottama appear to be plausible. 

The third Butra ’Tat tu samanvayat’ is also interpreted by 
Yallabha in a different way. Sam an vey a is understood by him to 
mean ’Ssmysg anvaya’.fiod permeates all in the form of existence, 
sentienoy and bliss.Yallabha gives three reasons for such an 
interpretation .He says that the Purvapsksa and the Siddhahta- 
-paksojas understood by others,are both wrong.Secondly the. 
reconciliation of the conflicting passages is the very purpose 




of the Ssstra.How can it be the reason for establishing a certain 
proposition, when the reconciliation is yet to be explained? 


Thirdly the reconciliation,as understood by others,is not 
Touched for by the following Sutras,Thefirst and the third of 
these arguments ere, in Pacesetters of opinion,and of course 
each of the commentators will try tc show that he alcaae is 
correct.To ssy that the PUrvapeksa is wrong is not a very happy 


4Q» 


lvY./UB.P.p.5]. 
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argument in any case, because the purvapaksa is -always proved 

to be wrong.The second argument of course has its value.Dr. 

Y.S.f%ate however points out; * The same charge ,however,may be 

v * 

brought against Yallabha himself;for Sutra I.iv.23 also makes 


out the same point.i.e,that Brahman is also the material cause 

„ ,, . ,178 

or the universe.’ 


The Iicsatyadhikarana has been understood by ali. except 
Madhva and Yallabha, as directed against the Sshkhya view of 
non-intelligent ?radliana.AJadliva however interpretes it in a 
different way .Brahman which is described as the object of 
knowiedge{Iksonlya) ,can not be understood as inexpressible, 
T&llabha’s interpretation of the Sutras is some-whst similar. 

We shall note his interpretation of all the Sutras 'here.Brahman 
is not a§aoda(na vidyate habdah yatra,sarvavedantaiyepratipadyam) 
because of Iksati .Even though Brahman is beyond all 'the dealings, 
he becomes an object of vyaveliara of his own desire.(I. i.4). 

The Highest lord endowed with the attributes of Iksati and 
the like ,can not be Cauna(;Prakrtigunasattv3Sambandh8van), 
because of the berm atman used for him. The term atman stands 
for the Highest Brahman,which is i\iirguna.(l.i.5) .The term 


178.Y.S.0hate.Yedaata.p.59. 
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atman again can not be Sauna,because liberation or moksa is 
taught of those,who meditate upon him.(I.i.6)The creator of 

the world is again not saguna,because he is not censured as heya, 
as would have been the case with one, endowed with worldly 
attributes.(I.i.7)Brahman is again not beyond all the dealings, 


because the individual soul merges in him everyday in deep 

sleen.(l.i.8)igain at the time of liberation everyone becomes 

179 

similar to £od.(Oaii:Moksa,slraanys:samanesye bhevah.l.i.9) 

That everything is an effect of Brahman is clearly established 

by the §rutis.(I.i.lO)Purusottama at the end'of the‘last Sutra 
refers to the interpretations of other commentstors.Re gives 

the interpretation of Samkara and its refutation given by 


Jayatirtha.He gives bis own refutation also.Bhasksra,Ramanuja, 

§aivs and Madhva are just referred to,After this purusottama 

refers to the twofold Sahkhys and says that the Saakhya hheorists 

do cite the &ruti passages in support of their cm views,but 

such citations do not show that the scriptures form the main 

source of their doctrines.That is why Yyasa has refuted them 
in the Inumlnika-adhiKarana,because as they accept the Prakrti 

as the main principle,and as it is not known through the 


179.Mokse sarvasyapi bhagavata tulyatvat.A.B.p. 146. 
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, 180 

scriptures,it is definitely asebde. ; though. Purusottama is 
not specific,he seems to imply that the attack on the Sahkhya 
finds its place in the An. umari ika-adhi kar an a and need not thus 
be the subject matter of this adhiksrana.Purusottama is however 
not so clear here as he is elsewhere.His comments are half- 
-hearted aid his treatment is such that he is just perhaps 

trying to folio?; the work,he is commenting upon,so &s not to be 
open to' the charge of Yyakhyeya-grantha-virodh a .Vi!e may here 
note some difficulties in the said interpretation.Yallabhs 

x * 

begins the Adhikarana with the statement *Evam Brahma ji jSasam 

pratijnaya kimlaksenakam brahmety akanksayam janmadisutradva- 

• -' _ JL _ ■ 

-yens Yedapramanakam jagatkartjf samarayi cety uktam.Evam 

— ^ _ __ _ _ 181 
trisutrya jijnasalaksanavicarakartavyats siddha.’Ma. If now 

Brahman is'Yedapramanaka,why should there be any doubt regard- 

_ / 

-ing its being sorva-pramana-srviseya? Purusottarn.a has again 

/ 

criticised Semkara for accepting the indicated sense in the 
tens ’Iksati’ by believing in the })hat var t ha n ird e's a. P ur us o 11ama 

* i > ^ 

himself however takes f Iksati f as Iksabodhaka.Is it not 
Bhatvsrthanirde£ a?Or is it just Dhatunirdeia?While the Sutras 
4 end 5 have something to do with Ik sane, the Sutra 6 shows 
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■180. A.B.P. p.154. 
181. Aife. p.128. 
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that the creator of the world is not Oauna. (Gaurta has its 

connection with the word Gun a according to ¥allabha)The question 
of Brahman being the creator has Already’ been settled in the 

*• ^ f *i 

second sutra,while the discussion that Brahmen is devoid of 

" i » \ 

•Tr? , . 

Xundane attributes will find its place in 0 III.ii.fhat is the 

use of the same here? Similar is the difficulty with the seventh 

Sutra.Ysllabha seems to be aware of this difficulty when he says, 

*xlvaiu sutrscetusiayena Tksatihetuna jagatkarirtvopapattya srsti- 

18? 

vakyanam Brahmaparatvam upapaditam.’ This itself may appear 
rather strained.The remaining three Slitras have nothing to do 
with kartrtva at all.Purus otiama however tries to connect the 
Sutras 8,8 with the question of vysvaKeryatva.He says, 'Evam 
catra brahma na s ar va vy a vaHara tl t am. S u s up tipralay ay or jiva- 
-dharatvene brjatatvat.Yad ysda yadadharatvena ferutam tat tada 


atprayuktavyavabaravissya® ,ity evam anus an am bodhysm. 1 '^ 


Pur us Ottawa also says ’Evam ca brahma ns sarvadF sarvavyavahara 1 
-titam.Wokse tathatvena bravitatvat.Ysd evam tad evam.Maitreyl- 

-brshmanairavitasarvavad ity evam anumanasiddher asya hetutvam 
184 

bodhysia. 1 “We may say that fche explanations are not very 
convincing.Similar explanation is not given of the Sutra 30. 


• mm ***** mm * 


182.A.B.p. /*3 
783.A.8.P.p.146. 
184,A.B.P.p.148. 
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At the end, however Purus ottama says, T Evara atra trisutryam 


susuptiviearena dainanMinspr-a 


dvitiye 


mokssvic arena tyantikatatkartrtvara trtiye klryakartrtvaprati- 

_ __ ' ion 

-padanena naimittikaditatkartrtvam bodhitam iti pratibhati.* 

i 

The word f Pratibhati’should be noted here. Inspite of all the 
attempts of purusottama,the last three Sutras do not seem to 
have any definite oonneotion with the first four.tfhat again is 

the theory,that is established here? Is it that Brahman,though 
beyond all the dealings,is the object of the Yedio teaching 
or rather becomes so by His own desire? Is it that Brahman is 

d 

snowed with supramundane attributes only and devoid of the 
mundane oaes?Is it ,finally,that Brahman is the creator of all? 

r * 

Bone of these is the purport of all the Sutras.If there is no 
one viaaya,how can there be one adhikarana? 

Vallsbha directs the whole ndhikarana I.iii. 14-21 against 
oamkara.Purusottama says ’Asminn adhikarane jTvabrahmaikyakrta- 

-sarvasahkaravadasya mayavadasya ca nirakrtir eva mukhya, 

1 

fellabha and Purusottama appear- to have realized the sheer 
anachronism of directing the set of Sutras of badarayana against 

i 

fa 

»ainc8ra,who is just a commentator of the Sutras.Vallabha says 

mm -MW mm mm + a* mm +** mm mm mm mm nw mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm rm wm +** mm mm mm mm mm mm -mm «—« m- mm mm ■ mm mm mm* mm mm mm mm mm mm 

185. A. B.P.pp.150-151. 
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that as Yedavyesa is omniscient,he knows that one moyavads will 


be taught in future and thus refutes it in anticipation. 


_ o~s 


Purusottama shows how such things are possible.In the Parana# 
also Suta has told of future events. 187 - * 

The difficulty in the interpretation of the Iksstyadhikarana 
comes to the fore in thejb eg inning; of the forth quarter of the 
first Mhyltya.Yallabha says,* fair a ’Iksater n's^abdam’iti 
sankhyaasfcara a&abdatvad iti nivaritimi !{ .Purusottaraa explains, 

r h an u adr sy a tvady adhi Lear an a ©tadr&aa api vakyam vicaritam 
aveti kim arena vicarena.. .Tatlia cs yady api tadvakyam vicaritam 

tathapi tenmatssya servetha scrautatvaa eveti nopapeditam ato 

viesra ity ar-t/hah. ’ Really speaking both Yailabha and 

purusottama appear to be inJdifficulty.There is nothing in the 

interpretation of I.i.4-10.,which has any connection with the 
turnkhya.Main Yallabha definitely refers to the Tksatyadhikarana, 

while Purusottama refers to the Mr t vady adh i kar .?n a. Is it that 

A 

Purusottama knows the difficulty in the works of Ysllabha and 
tries to defend him by going out of thejwsy? 

Ssmkara has often been^ attacked by scholars,not only 

mm* «M- ’urtr mm mm mm mmmm mm* mm mm mm mm *m mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm «** mm +m mm •m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm «*» mm mm «nm *W h* ^y ,,. ril> l f . r _ ^ 

18?.A.B*P.pp. 401*402. 

18b.A.B.P.p.4?5. 




ancient but even modern,that his views are not corroborated by 
the Sutras.lt has been pointed out that the Sutrakara did not 


agree to the falsity of the world,for otherwise he would not 
have refuted the buddhistic theories in the Sutr a’ Va idharmyac 

c a na svapnadivat’' * "'it should be born elm, mind that this is the 
position of almost all the hceryos.Tallabhs is also open to 

the same charge.The Sutrakara,who says 'haikasmimn asambhavaV, 
c?n not be stated to teach Brahman, endowed with contradictory 
attributes.While Tallabhe does not keep this in mind,Purusott8ina 
does not miss the point.He realises the difficulty and tries to 
ma&ej£ amends by saying that,in fact only Brahman and nothing 
else is possessed of contradictory attributes.He says 

’Tsstutas/tu viruddhadharmahtaratvara brahmany eva prsrilnasidd 1 - 

_ __ 190 

-ham nenyatreti khyapayitum taddusanam’ ’ 

The Sutra II.iii.38.’JEo'ta eva’ is a very important Sutra 
for all, Whereas tlamkars takes ’ jifa’to mean jS an a, Raman u j a and 
iiimbarka understand it as jSata.l may qooefeb here the remarks 


of Dr.Ghate about Ysllabha.He says , n Yallsbha,who also holds 
with Haroanuja and Mmbarka that ’knowledge’ or 'intelligence* 
is an attributed (,..)of the j reinterpretes the Sutra as 

*** mm m* **+ A** mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm M m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm 
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stating the prima facie view,according to which jiva is 
knowledge and therefore Brahman itself,and all distinctions are 

- r- 

due to the principle of maya;though really the jiva is a part 
(in^a)of Brahman and is related to.it just as sparks are related 
to fire.And,while refuting this 'view,Yallabha makes very inte/st- 
-ing remarks: ’ T^mat tadam^ssya tadvy apad e s avaky am a tr am s-vikrtya 

b i s taparigr eliar tham madhyamikasya eva aparavataro nj. tar am 

sadbhir upeksyah’...Of course this interpretation of the’Sutra " 

is far fetched,though it makes no mat/erial difference as 

icn 

ultimately he means that the soul is a knower." "'Br.Ghate^ 

olo<z6 

reading of Yallabha’s interpretation not seem to be correct. 

* i 

This is not a Sutra,presenting the prima facie view.Yallabha 

j ■* 1 

begins to Sutra with ’Gun an nirupayan prathamaifeafc caitanya- 
- gun am aha,* and then explains the Sutra as 1 Jrfas c ai tany asvarupah 

At a eva fcrutibhyd vi jh’shamaya ityadibhyah.'Purusottama explains 
it as 1 J/ininadh8rinakatve / pi jnenasvarupa ity arthah.’ ^ 
According to Vsllabha,thus the individual soul is both the 

knower and the knowledge.The tirade against Safikara is a 
usual feature of Yallabha's works and need not been understood 

in the way,in which Br.Ghate has understood it.Yallabhs thus- 


191. Dr.Ghate.Yedanta.p.9B. 

192. A.B.P.p. 706. 
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combines the interpretations of Samkara and Ramanuja and 

of course his explanation is not so far fetched,as said ly 
Dr.Ohete. 

The Sutra.which should be considered in connection with the 
different interpretations is II .iii.50.Though there are many •' 
■iutras in this pada,that afford an interesting study,I have 
not here embarked upon a detailed study of Yallabha's inter- 
-pretaticns and therefore I will just refer to this Sutra only. 

It reads 'Abhasa eva ca.'kamkars takes the word abhasa to mean 
just appearance.Ramanuja and himbarka understand the term as 
’IletVebhasa’ .The later interpretation is clearly far fetched. ■ 
Yallabha here agrees with Samkara in the literal sense of the 
word.But wheress'Abhasa' according to feamkara means PratibimbatTO 
and consequently mithyatva,this is not what Yallabha means. JTva 
.is an abhasa, be cause the quality of bliss is not manifested 
in him.is purusottama says , 1 Tathe ca yatha'naeari brahmane 

brahmsnabhasah, sutradharakatve' pi brahmanyakhy adevatayas tat as 
* ■* * 

* X$ 3x 

tiroh^tatvat,tstha jivo' pi.’ ” If we think that the Sutrakara 
does not teach the mayavads of Samkara,perhaps the interpretation 
of Yallabha is the best. 

. The first Adhikarena of III.ii.deals with the dream world. 

> 

It has been variously interpreted by the Acaryas.fe shall here 


193.A.B.P.p.?6Q. 




giro the interpretation of Ysllabha.The first two Sutras 
present the prims facie view.The opponent says that there is 
creation in the dream state,sad this has been stated by the 




Srutis.In some texts the creator is also told as also the . 

sons and the like.Thus the dream creation,created by Brahman, 

does exists,From the third Sutra begins the reply*The 

exponent says that dream creation is maya only,because it is 

not fully manifested.fhat is meant by Maya and ’Kartshye'? - 

Piirusotiama here says ’Siddhante tu s’a&thyavibeso maya. ... 

Ate. TSvarasya ya vyamohika £aktih/ sa mays prakrte jneya. ... 

Deis ah kslo .visayasannidhir indriyavyaparo badhabhava& ceti 
, _ 194 

kartsnyaffi.’ ~ Thus the dream creation is not real.As 

Purusottama explains further, ’Tathe caindrajalikena natena 

y stria s am a j i k avyam oh an e k-autukarthsa mayamatrasrstih kriy ate, 

tsthe&varena jiva vy am oh anady ar th am svapnssrstih kriyate iti 

195 

na tasyah satyatvam. 1 ’ hhy then should God create it at all? 
The fourth Sutra replies to this that the dream is indicative 
o f good and evil,as it has been, said in the Srutis and again 
those who are experts in reading the dreams also spy so.Thus 
the dream is shown to the jiva for indieation.Purusottarna says 

I ; 

194. A.B.P.p.8?6. 

195. A.B.P. p.8?6. ' - 
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that the dream is not as negligible as the sky-flower,because 
in that case it can not be suggestive of anything.The fifth 

, r 

Sutra says that it is cm account of the desire of the Highest 
Lord(psr'8bhidhy'8hat) that the attributes of God are concealed 
from the individual soul,who suffers,as a consequence,the 
bondage.Or the non-manifestation of the attributes(Sah:Tlrobhavsfa 
Yiparyayo vajmay be due to the connection with the body. 

Br.Ghate has fully discussed the Adh-ikarana with reference 
to the interpretations of 'SamkarajEemanuja and Bhaskara,giving 
three different ®ims, idealistic,realistic and idealistico- 

realistic respectively.As for Yaliabha,he says that the Icarya 

’practically follows the third view and interpretes just in the 
same way as Bhiskara does with the difference that he interpretes 

Sutra 5just as .Ramanuja does it...’ Dr.Ghate is correct when 

he implies that Yallabha follows trie idealistico-realistic 

✓ 

view by disagreeing with Sainkara,who talces the waking state also 
to be illusory and with the view of Eamamija,that the dream is 
also real.But there is a fine distinction between-his view and 
that of Bhaskara,in as mu^ch as for him the dream creation is 


a 


creation of Brahman and not of the individual soul.as under- 


-stood by Bhaskara.The problem for Yallabha however is that of 
196.V.S,Ghaie.Yedanta.p.l21. 
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the connection of the -first four Sutrss with the rest.The 


visaya in this Satra according to Yallabha iSj’Kincid asankya 
psrihsr.ati.Kgnu jivaya bhagaven srstia karoti pradar^ayati 


ea svasya saryalllam.Ansas eayara.Iiatham asya duhkhitvaa ity 
asankya pariharati tusabdah.’ Why should this question 
be raised here and not in ll.iii? Even though the Sutra 
contains the word * Tlrohitam’ ,which Ysllebha and his followers 
understand as a sure indication of the Sutrakara^s belief in 
the theory of'Avirbhava-tirobhava,the Sutra,as explained by 

Yallabha,appears to be entirely out of context as it has 

do • _ 

nothing to/with the dream creation.i’he Sutra 6 again giyes 

an alternative.Yallabha says ’Isyareechaya aisvaryaditiro- 

-blTsvam svamate nirupya matahtarenapi niyatadharmavadena 

nirupayati....Asmin pakse dehaviyoge eya punar ai^varyadi- 

' ' 198 

-praptih.Purvasiuin tcalpe vidyamans' piti ^essh,* What is 

the ground for' ’SvaiB ate’here?, If the term*Tirohits 1 should 
indicate the Sutrakara’s belief in the theory of Avirbhava- 


-tirobliava,can we say that the terni T sayairiatram T in Sutra 3 
shows that the -Sutrakara accepts the theory of may a? At the 
end Yallabha refutes the interpretations,given by others and 


19 7. A. B. p.883. 
198.A.B.p.884. 
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says 'Kidraya vi vek a jit §n abhavavas sr a tvad yathavyakhyata 

evartheh’ .purusottama says ^dans hi nidr'eprakaraaam.Midra ca 

tadaivavasars® prapnoti yadl viveka jnahsm ca bh'avati.lto 

jnehatirobbavasyaivatra vaktavyatvat tasya coktarTtyaiva 

199 

bodbat yethokta evartha ity arthah.’ It is difficult to 

» \ 

understand how Yailabha and Purusottama call this a nidra- 
-prakarana.Should we think that the. last two Sutras deal 


with cidr-a,while the first four with svapna? In that case 
why should there be one Adhikarana only? 


The set of Sutras and £dhikaran,as t ,beginning with IH.ii.ll 

- is very important for our purpose,in as mu$ch as they deal 
with the nature of Brahmen in relation to the attributes, 

Pr.Ohste says that aocording to Yailabha,Sutras 11- Slform 
only one AdhiKersna. This is not correct,if we follow 
Purusottama.The question here according to •VaLJabha relates 
to the attributes of the individual soul and the inert 
matter as sometimes taught as belonging to Brahman,while at 


times, they are denied to it.Some believe that the reconcilia- 
-tion can be brought about by admitting the stlfaha,i.e. 


199. A.B.P.p.886. 
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the abode; thus Brahman is endowed with smell in the earth 

and devoid of it in wstes?. As Yallabha explains ’Evam sthans- 

201 

-tah parasyobhsy atihgam upapadyate* The term 'api'gives an 
alternative explanation,’athava karana eva rupam arupam 

On o 

cavacchedabhedena acint^ya- samarthyad va,’ ^Both these 

alternatives are wrong(na),because Brahman is taught in this 

way everywhere.{Sarvatra hi).purusottama explains that 

Brahman has no svagatabheda and is of one and the same nature 

on o 

everywhere. u '"Xr the next Sutra the opponent says that the 
explanation of the Siddhantim is not correct,because of 
the distinction in the caase and the effect.Thus Brahman, 
different from the world,is distinct from. Brahmen endowed 

with the attributes of the world. (K a bhedad iti cet).The 

exponent replies that this is wrong(S^),because Brhhman is 

said to be one everywhere. (Pr a;tyekaai 81 ad vac ana t) Some Srutis 

actually deny the bheda.(Sutra 13)Eere ends one ndhikarana. 

\ 

The second adhikarana,beginning from Sutra 14 gives the 

mm mu co mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm «»* mm mm **■* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm n«v «p» mm mm -mm mm mm mm mm mm *** m mm mm mm mm mm w ^ w w , 

2Ql.A.B.p.300. 

202.1. b.p.900. 

203.1. B.P. p.902. 
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reconciliation in the opinion of the ekade&in.Who is this 
ekade1sin?Purusottama says *Ayam hy ekadesi brahmans ekadesena 
jegatsamaviyaitvss tadatiriktasya j agadv&ilaksany aip. svarupatah 
sadharmakatvam svecchaya vyavaharyatvam jHanatmakam brahmans 
aksram manvano jnahakarasya brahman ah prapencapratibimbena 


laukikadharmavattvadikam manute 


m 


Brahman is different from 


(a)the world (rupsvatrrupyate nirupyste vysvahriyate iti rupam 

, , 305 

sarvavyavaharsvisayatvam tadyuktam rupavad visvsm.) because 

Brahman is mainly taught (Pradhanatvit)wherever it is described. 
?aliabhe adds that the discussion here is regarding the attributes, 

which are different from Brahman and not those of Brahman .He 
concludes* Tasmat kar-yavat taddharmepa® api karyatvat bhagavattvam 

rt 206 

na bhagavaddharmatvam iti sidathjto. 1 " J The next Sutra says that 
just as the light of the sun is and is not an object of our 

senses in the absence or presence of the clouds end the like, 

even so Brahman can not be approached by our mundane speech and 

mind, but it can be approached in the absence of .obstructions. 
Otherwise, the Salfia will have no meaning (Avaiyar thy at) .The 

, i * » 

Sutra thu-s 1 wants to Drove that even though Brahman is not an 


? t 
’ } 


I.A.B.B;.,p.905. 
105. A; B.ppi 906-90?. 

206. A. B. pi 908. 
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20? 

object of worldly dealings,the scriptures are not futile. 

Well, why then not imagine the supramundgne sense organs also? 

/ 

To this the reply is given in the Sutra IS that the Sruti 
teaches, of Brahman as just a mass of knowledge,(Tanmatram: 
?rajninaghanamatr8m.)The scriptures end the srartis themselves 
shew the absence of the attributes of the jada and the jfva 
in Brahman.(Sutra 17)Ysllabha says ’PrapaSesdharml bhagavaty 
ucyante vedadau na tu taddharme bhaga^tlti jffapeyati.' 

i 

The iSrutis also give the simile of suryska(Suryena sahitam 
jglsm suryakam.Sutra 18)fallabha says at the end ’Tasmaj 
jsdajivadherm&ism bhagavaty upaclro nisedhas tu aukhyeh. 

Purusottama at the end give the resume 0 which we have 
quoted in efetenso because of its importance. "Brshinan eh 
prapancavilaksanatvena karyasldharanadharmanam karane brahmany 


abb's vena brahman as tatsvarupadharmanam ca laukikamanovag- 
-agoearaivena krtsnah praj^&anaghana iti srutya akarasya 
jt-anstmafeatve^a tattatkriyadiham dh arisen am ca nsisargiks- 

-tvana tesim ca bhagavat-prakatye eva darkenadivyavaharavisaya 
-tvena laukikavahmanobhih prstlyamahanl® sthanadharmatvat ta- 

s 

th',ety ekade§imstena siddhasi ity arthah.Tena brahman ah st liana to 

t i i * * * m- 


/ 2()7;^.B'ip.209. 
: a)8.i.Bi p.913. 
209tA.B : .p.9i4. 
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jadajlvadharmatvam svetas tu tadrahitatvam ity ekade^imatena- 
siddham.i’tenltsyadhikarsJiasya pras ahgikatvam jsraksyamanopa- ' 
-dghltatvaro veti sucitem."^ . •' • . 

Sutra 19 begins the next adhikarana.lt contains the 
siddhanta 'against the view of the ekade^in.'ite view of the 

f 

ekade§in (lath a tvam) is in-correot(na) .Water can reflect a 
substance but the attributes can not so contain any reflection. 

Umbuvad-agrahanei)Thus the sarvakama etc.are the attributes 

of Brahman and ere not aup©carika,on account of the connect- 

811 

-ion with the upadhis, How th s en to reconcile the eonflict- 
-lag passages according to the Buddhadvaita? Sutra 20 gives a 

reply to this.Just as space may be big or small in accordance 
with its limiting adjuncts,even so here also Brahman is 
endowed with all the attributes.‘Ihjs there is ubhaya-samaffja- 

t- 

-sya.Butra 81 says that all the attributes,even the contrad- 

/ 

-ietory ones,are seen in Hod.Sutra 88 gives the way of 

i 

reconciliation from the point of view of reason.the denial 
of the attributes in the feut/is relates to only those which 

s\ 9 

are mundsne(Prakrtaitavattva) ,and then speaks of piany other 

> * 

attributes,which are supramundane. 


! 81G.A.B.P.p,914, 

STl.i.B.p.SlS. 


; 
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Sutra 23 starts the next adhiksrana.Vsllabha says that 

V 

the contradiction has been resolved earlier on the basis of 
sabdobela end now the Sutra liar a does the same, from the point 

of view of the ar §h ab a 1 a. P ur us o 11 am a says that tile ^arthabala' 
-Ticera is not necessary but as other sages have taken their 
stand on the ^arthbsla also,it is necessary to consider from 

tnat point of view also. 2U Sutra £3 states the prim a facie 
view that Brahman is- avyakts.The next Sutra is a reply to it. 
V&Llabha understands the word’Api 1 as ajeer against the 
opponent,who is a foM.Ttie Highest Lord is seen in the 


course of intense devoticm^amradhans) ,when God shows favour. 
The devotee perceives him,or people like Dlirnsa infer him. 

The * Pr a ty aksan urnanabhyam 1 m ay be understood as’&rutismrti- 

* 

-bhysmdalso. 


'-inother idhiksrana-begins with the BUtra 25.This and the 
next Sutra form the Furvapaksa.The reconciliation of 


conflicting passages is not proper on the strength of the 
perception of a devotee,because that can be no specification. 


(i-vaitsesyat)The illustration given here is that of light. 

’ * . 1 

In the .light of the sun,the macn,the jewels etc,one 

) 

i 

experiences heat or eolcbbut the light as such is not taken 



212 
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to be manyfold,The praksda of „tke Lord depends upon, the 
actions like penance ete.(prakasas ca karmeni).This is not 

v 

uniform but is various (abh^yasat)corresponding to different 
actions and different devotees.The Sutra 86 .takes the argument 
further.Because of this variation (atah)the Lord is manifested 


/ 

in endless ways( an an tene) .But then we should accept some frame 
(lingam)of the Lord,This can be decided on the basis of the 
scriptures or the perception of a devotee.The Sutra 87 gives 
a reply to this by saying that Brahman is. bith.'without 

attributes and is endowed with them,because both are tai^jjht 

\ 

(Ubhayavyapedebat) .This can be illustrated by taking the 
instance of a snake,which may be both straight or coiled.At 


r ^ ^^ t tama says ’evasi ca sebdabalavicarena viruddha- 

sarvadharma^rayam brahmeti nirnsyab,Srutyuktayuktya vicare 

tu laukikadharmasuhyam alaukikasarvadharmayuktam iti nirnayah. 

hrthabalavicare tu viruddhasarvarupam iti nirnaya iti bodhana- 

213 

-rthorn stra tredha 'vicaritam. ’ 


Sutra 28 begins a new adhikarana.The question discussed 
here is regarding the relationship of Brahman and His Dharmas, 

The Sutra says that the abodes of light like the sun are non- 


213.A.B.KS33. 




-different from light as also different from the same;both 


being called tejas.Similarly the attributes are both different 
and noifc-different from Brahman.We should note here that 
Yallabha takes ’Ya 1 in the sense of *tu'.Sutra £$ however says 
that Brahman should be understood as before.This,says Yallabha, 


is the way of reconciliation from the point of view of the 

ekade^in.This is further corroborated by the next Sutra,which 

says that the attributes are also denied to Brkhman,as is 

_ . 214 

inferred from ‘era*in the passage 'Ikam evadvitTyam.' 


Different interpretations hare, been given by different 
he ary as and it is very difficult to say -which of them is 
correct.The Sutrakara himself does not appear to be very 
clear,as can be judged from the repeated use of the term 

+* - i 

t 

’va' .It may be noted that Yallabha* s interpretation of 'va' 
in the 28th Sutra as * tu* is not so very happy.Similarly- one 
may feel that the explanations of ’.Arupavad'in Sutra 14 and 

'api* and ' ssmradhane * in Sutra 24 do not seem to be satis- 

f 

-factory.Yallabha*s explanation of 'arupavad* as 'jagad- 

>. \ 

vilaksi&a*reminds “one of II.i.4,where the question has already 

been discussed,though sugXSin a 

{ 
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different context.The 
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problem before the Sutrakara is as to whether Brahman is 
possessed of the Dharmas and not whether Brahman has the 

attributes of the jada and the jiva.The greatest problem for 

Yaliabhs however lies in his bringing in the ekadelsin. Who is 

this ekadsbin? Why should there be a complete adhikarana for 

him?.Again the difficulty becomes more acute,when khe lest 

two Sutras 29,20 are said fco belong to him. Yaiiabha has to 

_ 215 

say’Obhayam epi sutrakarasammatem*. * Purus ottama takes 

special pains to distinguish between the two positions. 

Again how is/4,Lt Yyesa’s own opinion; is given in the Sutr 


s 


,and that of the ekadeSin in the sutras 29 and 30? 
Purusottama spares no pains to defend his teacher^. He aays 

• M 

that as the view of the ekadesin is corroborated’ by another 


S 


utrs 33,we should not think that the Sutrakara considers 

_ ' 21 ? 

the view as equally correct..’Eke® evedvitiyam!, ” Meed not 
deny the attributes also.When we say that Bsvadatta is at 

home and nobody else,it goes without saying that Devadatta 
endowed with hands end feet is at home.The argument is given 


215.A.B.p.940. 

216.See.A.B.P.p.941. 

217.CKandogya Upanisad.YI.ii. 1. 




only to show that there is nothing different from Brahman, 

But it may appear that in his zest to defend Tallsbha,perhaps 

Purusottama himself is faeinc difficulties. 

* 

The Opponent of Purusottama is again very searching. 

It is wrong,he says,to understand the ekadesin as that of 
Yyasa.In other words the opponent asks; what is the ground 
for believing that trie outra 28 gives fcne Bvi : r*'Siddhsnta? 
Purusottama replies; ^kade&ipade a bra TyWsasyaiva eksdesi 
grahyah.inyatha ambuvatsutrena ata eveti sutrse-iddham 

J * 

drstahtam aa dussyet.Yrdd-hihr^sadis'utradvaye piktyantaram 




819 

ca na vadet. * The ekade&in is not mentioned by name, 
because he may not be so well known as Jaimini.The opponent’s 

name is equally not given in the Sutra* jlvamukhyaprapa- 

__ - 820 

lihgsd iti cet tad vyakhyatam*, Or it may be that this 
view is intended for the lower edhikarins.lt can also be 
possibly stated that the ekadesin may be one Ka^akrtsn®, 

221 

who is mentioned before in ’Avasthiter iti iCesakrtsnah*. 


218.A.B.P.p.342. 

219. A.B.P.p,342. 

220 oBrehmasutra. I. i v. 17. 
221.BraIimasutra.I. iv. 28. 
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Ifeshould not again be aaid that as the Sutras 29 and 30 

come after Sutra 28,they teach the main principie.Purusottarn 
seys ?r Dvitlyasksndhe ’ittham bhavens ksthito bhagavsn bhega- 
-vstiamah , /ne t th smbh~ ven a hi par am drsturn arhanti surayah* 
ity adibhir etsclamukhyatayah sukavakye vyasscarauair evokta- 


-tvet. -'The view ii admitted only for the lower adhiksrfens, 

who may fee enlightened by it.Purusottsma refers here to the 

_ 222 _ 
li asaciiyasukto and says that 1/yasa thinks from the ooint 


of view of the ITlasrsii,while others do not understand 

m +> m 

223 

it, purusottama then goes on to denounce strongly the 
interpretations of others. 

From all that is given above,it appears that Yallabhs is 
at times obscure,and purusottama is also not satisfactory 
in $4 defending him.At the end of the Siandamaya-adhikarans 
Purusottama takes Yacespati to task and quotes a verse; 


Tukbihhir aiisithilabhih satna&adhano drdhan dosan, 
Yacaspitir api bhfsye vyskhyavyajena dusanam brute. 


224 


Can the setae thing be said of purusottama here 






2?2.Hg-vede.X. 1 

223. A. B.P.pp.942*943, 

224. A.B.P.p.220. 




if ter IlX.ii.34.we .have a different author for the 

^ \ ' 

Mubhasya.Yitthalesa’s interpretations of the Sutras are not 
s very creditable performance,when compared with those of 
Tallsbba.Ke distinguishes through out between Pusti and 

♦ m m 

Mary ad a, of ten refers to (Jokula,discusses the incarnations of 

yisnu,and all that.With, all his fantastic interpretations, 

* 

he gives so many things with a sectarian by as and so many 

tb ings, which the Sutra bar a might have never intended. 

Purusottama as a faithful commentator has to explain all 

« 

these things,and what is more he tries .to defend Vttthaleha 

• «► ^ 

Wb say note only three instances here. 

At the end of Ill.iii. S.Titthalesa says T I yam tup as an 75- 
-foargiya vyavasthokta.Bhektimargiya tv etadvilaksana . 1 ^ 




1 v i#0IR0 s explanation says shout Banda etc.but his 

1 

opponent^ asks 5 Banu sutrakarenedsm ku.troktam yenaivam 

ueyete^ ? purusot cam a replies ' Agrimeputre'dhikarasyaaupaseii~ 

-harshetutakathanenatra yathadhiksranirneyssucanat sacitaro 
iti jehihi. f ^ 


tama’s opponent asks es 
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to the use of referring to the pur anas and Itih3Sa,when 
all others refer to the maxims of the Purvatantra.Purusottama 


of course gives the stock reply * I tihasapuran ayor yedo. 

P.P7 ■ 

1 * "V-. Jf m imm | fk I 

pabrmhenatvat. * 


Under I?.iv. 7.however Purasottama has to say some- 

* * 

-thing which,if accepted by an opponent,Purusottama would 

never tolerate.He says ’Kayam niyamo yad visayavakyam 

~ 2?8 1 

sautrapadenurupam eva grshyara iti.' 


Dr.Gh&te is frank in his assessment of the Anubhasya. 

He says ,* It is very difficult to assert dogmatically 
whether Yaliabha’s doctrine receives or does not receive 

any .support from the Sutras;but so much may be said, that 
his commentary strikes us many times not as a very credit- 

i t 

able performance,being in places very sectarian or un- 

* x 

-satisfactory,although one can point out instances where 

he offers very interesting criticisms of others.lt is to 
be observed however that his special references to Ookula, 

the Pustimarge and the Maryadamarga,arid his manner of 
reconciling the mutually contradictory passages, in the 
Upanisads by postulating the miraculous and incomprehensible 


S27.A.B.P.D.1061. 


228. A. B.P. p.1396. 


i 
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greatness(ji6varya)df tfce Bralmaa aad his assertion of 
pure monism without any reference to plurality make it far 


from possible that his doctrine could have been the one 

229 

propounded by the Butrakera.” One /say not agree with 

\ 

the assessment of Dr .C-hate in toto.The sectarian inter- 

-pretstions are mainly found in the later part of the 

\ 

Bhasya, and Yaliabhe need not be blamed for the weaknesses 

of his son.igain Yaliabhe*s criticisms of others are more 

% 

caustic then brilliant .as regards the miraculous power of 

Bod,it is indeed a moot point. 'Hie point however is that 

. - * 

all these hearyas try to evolve their own systems from 

t f 

the Sutras,which in their turn have tried to evolve some- 
-thing like an Upenisadic system.But on account of the 
enigmatic style of the Sutras,it is very difficult to get 
a dear idea of the system of the Sutrakars. 

• ( 71 ). 

interpretation of the Gita and BtiagaTatn Pur ah a. 

While the Bhagavad Gita is regarded by all as one of 
the PrasthsnaSjYallabha includes the .Bhagavata Purina' also 

*** ^ ** *** *** *** mm ' mm m * *** •***• ** *** *** *** **+ mm mm mm mm mm mm m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm m 
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in the list. Yallabha himself as not commented upon the (lit a, 
a3 others have done;and though he has very often referred to 
it in the course of his commentaries and works,it is very 
difficult to piece them together and make out a full-fled^ ed 
commentary.In the first .chapter of the TsttvadTpaniban&ha 

p ^ 

Yalibha understands the ierm-'Ssstrsrtha* as ’(Jitartha’. 

A 

The point has been discussed by me at some length in the 
chapter BII.Any way Purusotfcama, curiously,keeps quiet in his 

4T»3Q 

commentary at that place.-"' The Amrtatarahgini commentary is 
said to have been written by Purusottaraa but it is not. correct. 

It is written by Yrajaraya.Only the introductory portion is 

from the- pen of Pur usoitama. This is however sufficient to 
show the purport of the Oita according to the Suddhedvaita. 

v 

-Purasottama,in the beginning,refers to the purport of 

the (Jit a, as explained by Bamkara and Mad husud an a, and 

criticises them. He refers to Srldhara and offers no comments. 

it the end he states the views of Ramanuja and says t Idam 

231 

Siddhantasyanugupsm. ’ After this he gives the explanation 

according to the Sadcihadvaita. 

The Lord Srikrina who came to the world far the liberation 

• 0 W 
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23j.T.S.ib.p. 30. ‘ 

231.Bhegavad (Jits with seven commentaries.p.ll. 




386 


of all,uplifted the devotees by explaining to them the. 
eoncepb of devotion .Ke could see the. dark Kali age ,which 
was devoid of all Dharma .Bence for creating devotion in the 
future generation,he preached his am essential nature to 
Arjuna,when an accession for the same arose.Of the fourfold 

devotees s arts, ji jaesu,ortberthin and jffSain ,Arju^ had ■ the 

* 1 

first two Ad hiker as. That teaching has been compiled by 


» > 


^y P sa, who was an incarnation of the knowledge of God, in 

seven hundred verses.lt has been explained by Vitthslesg in 

♦ » 

his OltaiTtper^e thus; 

?r& vr11idh ermam bhsgavan rsidv&ra nirupyetu , 

Bivrttim istam sudrdham nihsandigdham hsrir jagsu. 

Sahkhyam- yogo rahasysm ea rahasyatamam eva da, 

hny onysdlii kyanir dh ar o ji?£n a v i jffan ay or api. 

' Bvesverupavinirdharo bhajonetaranirnayah, 

♦ 

Teddhetur gunav^fea^yam sar v adastravinirnayah. 

Iti gTtarthaiiirdha.ro yathahhago vitanyate, 

Ssnkhyayogeu nirapyadau inoiiam utsarys phalgunam. 

. .. . . __ ... . . , 232 

Bhaktip^yusspataram kt tavail xti sangrsndh. 


Vitthslesa has also discussed,says Purusohtaeia,as to 
why should .the first Adhyaya begin with the speech of 


238.Bhagavad Gita with seven eo.moentaries,p. 11 
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Bhrterasfo'a.Dhrtsrasti'a is surely not a devotee and his son 

• *> » • * 

Duryodhana is m. incarnation of a demon. Again as Che Brahma* 

-vidya is being taught here,mb requires a cals sdhikarin, 

whose.resignation is for getting the knowledge of the self. 

% 

Here the spirit of resignation in hr June is for fear of sin. 

/ 

Again if 'Krans would teach the Brahmavidya to hr jane.then 

hrjuna would also retire from the kingdom and the Ssrasara. 

This is not the position.Hence the teaching is not quite 
up to the mark here.To this the reply is that the sons of 

prtha are admitted to the path of devotion by the Highest 

Lord as his own.The Lord with a desire to lighten the 

/ 

burden m the earth made YudhistMrs perform the Hsjasqjpa, 
after which the great war was fought. Again Krsna through 
ludhisthira desired to establish the realm of religion and 

V 

kill the demons.This can be possible only in the reign of 
Yudhisthira. If however the foes are killed by them, just 

as brothers kill brothers, and the Pandavas begin to rule, 
then the kingdom will have no element of virtue.lt is 

because of this that Xrsna made nrjuna grieve in the stated 
way. Hence the withdraw*! front war has been described of 
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iirjana himself; otherwise a warrior would have experienced 

% 

the feeling of heroism sad not of resignation. Hence only 
the Bhagavadlystva is the cause of this feeling in Arjuns. 

To such a man only the Bhaktimarga should be taught and as 

the teaching is not of the common standard .I/hrtarsstra sad ■ 

* • * • 

his son are brought in the beginning. Again when & Ehagavadiyd 

j 

thinks of doing something according to the desire of God 
it is a good thought,not.otherwise. Thus it should not be 

unuerstood that the grief of Arjuna is for showing that those 


who are full of grief are entitled to ifflow Brahman,because 
it is not the pri>nary purpose. The purpose in the Bhagavad- 
Glta is to teach the limits of the path of demotion ,the 

limits that are beyond the world and the Yedas.p.urusottama 
thus concludes ’Ato'tra mukbyatsya bhakter evopsde&ah. yat- 
piiBar anyat tat' sarvsia tasyaiva sesabhutam iti dik. 1 "^ 

As is the case with the Gratis and the Sutras,the 
Bhagavad Gita has also been interpreted very often and by 
many. It is difficult to say dogmatically as to whether the 
Suddhadvaita is or is not taught in the Gitl.lt will be a 

*** mm.mm mm •“ am mm tmm mm •*« mm mm mm mm *** ^ — mm. mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm m* mmm mm mm mm mm mm* mm mm mm *** mmmmmm* mm mm mm mm mm m t 
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study'in itself to see whether the Suddhldvaitic inierpreta- 
-tion of the G-Ttl is correct. . 

The BKagsvata Purina is held in very high esteem in the 
kuddhadvaita system, Tfallabka* s SubodhinT on the seme is not 

complete. He has also given a chapter-wise summery of the 
Purina in the third chapter of his Tattvadlpanibandha. 

Purusottsma has written his sub commentary on the Subodhini 
and on the said chapter. Purusottaaa has also independently 


written one tract BhagavatasvarupavisayakasahkaniraSavSIa. 

The ’Sudcfb'edvaita system considers the Purina^ as one 

of the Presthanas.Bhlgavsta is surely immensely popular 

among the Vaisnavss in India and it really deserves that. 

• / 

popularity,The date/f the Purine has baffled the scholars 
and various views ere advanced for the same.^’^It is 

interesting to note here that Purusotiema has also tried 

to show that the Bhagavata is not only a Mehapurana but is 

235 

also very old. It is difficult to say anything about it. 


234. Cf.D.K.Shastri.hitihasika saabodhsna.p./^^ ,M.iinteraitz 
History of Indian liter a ture.?ol.I,pp.554-557,R, C. 

Il8Zra.ptu.1nic records on Hindu Tifeh&fi and eustoias(Studies 
in)pp.52-57,the Purina index, Yol.I.T.R.H.Dikshitar.Intro. 
pp.xxviii-xxx. 

235. Bhlgavatasvailpavisayaka&shksnir asavada.Appendix to 

T.Sn. 
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it isequelly difficult to say anything about the philosophi- 
-cel teaching of the Pui’ana.prineS.i'I.JJasgupta has ..written m 


the. philosophy of the Bhagavata Parana. Apart from the 

question of date, the philosophical teaching of. the Purana 

also requires a separate study. 

,» * 

(VIII}. 


Purusottama as an in ter ureter. 




We hare discussed above the interpretations of the Srutis, 

I 

Sutras and Gita according to the feuddhadvaita, in the light 
of Purusottama’s remarks.We may here add a few lines regard- 
-ing Purusottsuia’s own interpretations of his predecessors, 

whose works he has cemented upcsi.lt should be Said at the 
very out-set that purusottama remains completely faithful 
to Tall abba and Tit thalesa, whose work's he mainly explains. 

But the problem before Purusottama was not just to explain 
the words of Yallabha and. Vitthale&s but to restate with his 

scholarship and skill the taaehings of Taliabha among the 
scholars of the day.Be has thus to write much more than 


1 "•* «*» mu' <#* 


2S6. S.K.Desgupte.A History of.Indian Philosophy.Vol.IV. 

Chapter .333 Vi 


i 
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mere explanations. Vail abha’ s laconic style makes his works 


so obscure that they can not be understood without the help 
of a commentary, purusott&ma’s commentaries however supply 


much more than what is needed. Purusottaraa not only tries to 

*> 

explain the concepts of the ISuddhadvaita with clarity and 


exactitude, but compares them with other systems .defends 


Pall abha and Vi t thalers a and refutes others. All this he does 


by way of commentaries,Praka£a an the Anubhasya, Avar enabhenga, 


on the Tattvadipanibsndha etc,Only rarely we find in the 

Anubhlsya-PrakaSa that Purusottama indulges in discussion^, 

* 

which are not exactly called for in the Anublrasya. After 

h 

II.iv.16 purusottama discusses the jnanakriya, ' 6 gnd at the 


end of the same pads there is a long discussion on the 

S38 

SrstiprakriyF." Similarly at the end of I.i in SB purusottama 


raises the question whether the Madras are also entitled 

to learn the whole of the hahabhoreta and the Purshss and 
comes to the conclusion that only those portions which do 
not teach of Brahmen should be read or heard by them, 


237. A.B.P.pp. 

238. A.B.p/pp. 

239. A.B.P. pp.442-444. 
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Whenever he explains, he explains fully. Thus when an 
Upanisadic passage is just referred to in the BhHsya by a 
word or two,Purasottama would give the whole -pass age, in ter- 
-prete it end reject the interpretations given by others. 

He would not leave aside anything that lie knows - , and- of course 
he knows everything that is required foe him to know.Even the 

t f 

i 

traditional story of the Yiyada between the Brahnravedin end 
the iFyavadin connected with the verse ’Skaa ssstram devsE- 


-putragitsm etc* does not move sway from his mindv 


Purusottama is defending the interpretations of 
Yailsbha and Yitthslesa, be is surely brilliant though at 

t 

times he seems to be facing difficulties in doing so.The 

/ 

most glaring exam-ole of this is found in the Suvarnaslitra 

f 

when purusottama has to perform the duty of' defending the 

fantastic interpretation// given by Yitthslesa of the Yedic 

_ ... 041 

verse 'fa vara vac tuny usraesy gamadhyai.. .ete. T "* Yitthslesa 

^ r 

talks about Ookula and all that and Purusotterns is of — 
course not so enthusiastic about it in his comentary. 


240.Of.T.B.Ab.pp.26-£?, 
241. Rg Yede 1.154.6. 
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purusottama however can hot let. it go easily.His opponent 
immediately asks why should there he such an explanation, 

f ^ 

when even in the Mrukta the verse is said' to hate the sun 
as.its deiiy.Purufoioama can of course give the answer. 

" Prakar anlnvar oihat, * If edaih ca sarvair- sham eve vcdkah,' 

1 Serve veda yat pad am am sa anti ’ iti ^rutismrtibhyaci ca 


nao 


yad daru pisvats' Ity slaksmiprakasakamantrssya purusottama- 
-ksetramshatreye vvasapsdair vedabhssya vidyarsnyena ca 
&rijigannathaparstaya vyakhyohat,etssyah saraner darsitatvae 


ca 


n 


242 


Again while explaining his master,Purusottama does not 
miss the textual problems also .Thus for in stance,while 
commenting upon the statement of Vail abha'Ago isTuryasom avidyud- 
-rupa brahmano hsnsoktacaranarupn,'Purusottama says 1 Raped/ 
iti pathe bMvapradh^dairdehah.RQpeti pathah srIhastaksaresu- 
sandigdhatvad bodhyah ' 

that another Sutra 'BhavaSabile ea 'is read by others.Ee th$n 


• niter III.iv.21.Purusottama says 


explains why it has not been included here."Tac ca vidhir vi- 

dharanaved ity atraitpsyaiva syot padvid iti srutivyaldiyanena- 
iva vyutpaditam atsh pray o i an a bh avid. upeksitam iti pratibhati. 


mm mm tmm mm mm «*v mm mm mm mm mm <mm mmtmmmmm mm mm mm nm> « 


242, S.S.p.235. 

243. A.B.P.p.494 



Lekhakadosat trtitam veti jneyam. 

•* * * 


n 
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Sometimes purusottsma finds that the interpretations of 

the Sutras as given by Yi tthsle&a are different from those 
given by YaLlabha.Purusottama notes the difference carefully 
in his Anubhasyapraka&su Thus for instance at the end of 
Sutra II.iii4£ Furusottama notes that while the term 

✓ 1 

H?rayatna f in the Sutra is understood as an effort of the 

individual soul by Vsllabhap/itthelesa explains it as the 

, 245 

effort of the Highest Lord for the purpose of sport. 

Similarly at the end of Jll.ii.18 Furusottama shows how the 
interpretation of this set of Sutras given by Yibthale&a is 

^ ^ mb 


different from that given by Yuli abb.a, 


We have stated above that purasotbarna is on the whole 

► 

very faithful to the learya and his son,whose works he explains 
A very careful perusal of his commentary on the Aaubhssya 
will however show that there are cases,of course rare,when 

Purusottama in his zest to give a scholarly explanation 
slightly goes off the tract. In the very first Sutra for 


544.1.B.P .0. "121.2. 


A.B.P.p. 75). 

246. A.B.P.pp.914-916. 
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instance,Yallabha discusses the illustration f Bahamas tvsra 
asi ? and points oat. that a jaan knows himself to. be tbs tenth 

not only because he hears that,but also because, he sees 

himself to be the tenth.The perception here is thus stronger 

\ 

k 

then the Iptavakja. Pur-usottama however indulges in a 

i 

scholastic discussion and gives three alternatives,one who 

S' 

sees, one who is blind and one who knows that the soul is 
different from the body.For all the three the knowledge is 

only.of the body and not the soul,resulting from the ipta- 

_ 247 

-vekya. veilabba's ejplenation is certainly better. Such 

* 

in stances are very rare and. again the difference wherever 

found does not make, any substantial change in the teaching 
of the authors.we can say at the end that purusottama, 

who is' a very capable argument a tor, is also & very faithful 
end brilliant interpreter. 




247. i.B.P.p.30, 



t 



While the founders of various theories in Indian Philosophy 
have formulated and preached their own ideas,it was left for 
their illustrious followers to put their doctrines in a 


systematic form. Thus whereas f-'audapada in his Karikas first 
brought out the theory of Maya and that of Ajati,£amkara 
surpassed'his grand-teacher and-people now know oamkara more 
than they know Oaudapada. Barakara was followed by Yacaspati 

Mifera and others,who systematised Bamk&ra’s theories -and 


preached the ava 9 ch.ed.avada, or the pratibimbavada or whatever 
¥ada,as they thought,has been accepted by &amkara. This has 
happened in the case of all the great teachers like Ramanuja, 
and Msdhva,SrTkantha-and Mimbarka. But tiemkara,Raman uja,and 
Madhva are clear in their works. Ramanuja with his dialectical 

style and Barakara with his easy and graceful and yet scholarly 
diction stand in sharp contrast with Yallabha,whose laconic and 

terse expressions are fused with a very subtle analysis brought 
forth in his interpretative method. Yallabha is so brief in his 
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works,that it is difficult to understand them fully without 
the aid of commentaries. We are even confused at times and 
not in a position to understand what exactly he is driving at, 

Yitthaie&a,though clearer in exposition than his father, is 
more concerned with the establishment of the Sampnadaya and 
even in his independent works like the ?idvsninandana,.he seems 
to be launching a violent tirade against feamkara rather than 
attempting a systematic exposition of his own doctrines,Again 

one may feel that at times Yittheleba is very sectarian. His 
special references to Gokula,Pusti,Ilaryada and prav§ha,his 
laying greater emphasis on the .miner and decidedly later 


Upanisads- all this may not appear to a critical mind as a 
very creditable performance. Titthale^a was followed by 
C-okulanatha and Hariraya- both of whom can be called the' 
pillars of the Sampradaya but their sliare in the systematic 

1 V 

f 

explanation of the jiiilosopiiieal part of the feuddhadvsita 
is not so very great as to be taken into account.purusottama 
alone,the greatest scholar of the Sampradaya,was the first 
writer to note this defect and to try to makefPor it. ' 


Again though purusottama is mainly a commentator,he 
is not merely a writer of commentaries. His YSdagranthas 
and‘his Prasthaharatnakara-which is unfortunately not 


t 
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complete,/^ show something of a modern scholar in 

* ' 

-f \ 

Purusottama. Here his aim is not to refute the 

theories of others but to propound his own and the 
refutation of others 1 .thoughts is just a subordinate 
affair. Again,as we have seen above,Purusottama 1 s 
method is comparative and analytical.' So it is by 
reading' Purusottana f s works that we can find out where 

exactly the feuddhadvaita stands in the whole range of 
/ , 

Indian,especially the Yedantic,philosophy. 

further,Purusottama,who has written so much on the 
'SuddhadvaitajWas rewarded with an enviable title of 
Vedapshu by his contemporaries and some people in the 
Samp ad aye even went to the extent of saying that 

\A>P C 1 

Purusottama has taught )$ong theories, fheieroay be 
various reasons for it and we shall deal with them 

9 

later on. But it is necessary for us to see ?/here 
Purusottama*s analysis has led him end whether there is 
anything in his works, that warrants such e statement, 
lor all these reasons ,therefore, we have attempted 
in the following pages the exposition of the 
'Suddhsdyaita as given by Purusottama. 

1. Cf. Avatar avads vail .Hindi. In ti*o. p. 6. 
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(II), 


Theory of knowledge. 


t 


Knowledge, says purusottsaa, is endless, and infinite 

because it is the -very nature of the Supreme Principle, 
Brahman. When the Lord desires to create and .to be 
manifold, the sentiency which is His very nature, is 
revealed in many ways. Thus even though it is infinite, 

t . 

it can be understood as tenfold. j|s stated in the beginning 

s 

v 

of pr as than sr a tn aksr a, these ten types are as follows;- 


(l)Ehowledge which is the essential nature of God, 
the essential spirit of all the beings, which is not 
liable to modification vikaTa) and which is to be meditated 
upon by all« 


(2) When this essential nature of God is manifested, 
like the light of the Sun, it is then called the quality 

of God. It inheres in the individual souls from Him. 


(3) In the beginning of the creation,God accepts the 

* 

Yedabarira and we have that knowledge manifested in the 
form of the Tedas. 

(4) The third kind of knowledge becomes the seed 
from which is manifested in the fisrt'creation,the verbal 

*•«!»«*<«•»»••> t*nm ^ mm mrm mo mm »m <*m <*» *"• <■>*«—!««**»*■> 

2.Tatra sarvatmabhutam sarvapasyam mukhyam svikrtam 
svasvarupltaakam ekam- Pr.p.2. 
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i 


knowledge. 

These four types of knowledge are said to be eternal 
(Mtya).The other six which are enumerated below, sre said 


to be Karya end are attributes of the internal organ{intah- 

♦ 

-karma) • 

' (5)When individual words convey the sense,we hare the 
♦ , 

fifth kind of knowledge,depending upon and qualified by the 
association of particular words. Iren for the dumb,who have 


no speech,gestures take the. place of words. 

(6) When one knows something by means of his organs cf 
sensation, that is the si&th kind cf knowledge,which may be 
called the sense-knowledge. 


The remaining four kinds of knowledge ere. also related 
to the individual knower,but depend upon the internal organ. 

(7) The Men a?, which has the nature lafid function of 
conation and non-conation, (Sankalpa k Yikalps)produces the 

doubt. (Sam^aya) 

(8) The body-consciousness ,wrong know ledge,decision and 

memory-ail these depend upon the buddhi. 

, * 

(9) The dream consciousness depends upon the egoism 
(Ahafikara)associated with, the buddhi^. 



i 



{10)Deep-sleep consciousness where the citta has the 
vision of the soul^f as One, 

Pur us ot l ana does not accept the view that the knowledge 
which is thus produced,is just a transitory phenomenon, 
lasting for three moments only,' Even.if we acM.t its 
permanence, there can be no contingency of one particular 
knowledge lasting all the while.. When another kind of' 
knowledge is produced due to the presence of other objects 
and the set of circumstances required for its production,it 
supercedes the former, which is then relegated to the back- 

-ground and which exists in the subtle form of impressions, 
(Samskar a) Whenever the attention of the raanas is drawn 
towards it, it cen be discovered in memory; it is not so 

i 

found out when the manas is busy with other things and does 
not pay heed to it. It is not necessary therefore to say 
that the knowledge is destroyed. It is just conceded, 

Prom another point of view,knowledge can be classified 
as sattvika, rajasa, and tamesa according as there is the 

presence and preponderance of one or another of the three 
qualities. Out of these three,the last is incapable of 
proving anything.lt is just illusory,is condemned by the 

cultured people end is adhered to only by the heratics and 
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the low. f 

\ 

f N 

The sattviica knowledge is of the form of pram a or 
right knowledge; for ,whenever there is an increase of 
sattva right knowledge is produced owing to various causes 
like scriptures,action,meditation,mantras,purifications etc 

itfhon however the sattva quality is lacking,the same 
circumstances which produce knowledge,produce error in its 
lieu. Thus we can say from this .positive and negative 
ccncom^ifcanee that the knowledge which is produced by the 

/ 

sattva,is the pramaha which is not sub'lated or which is not 
liable to sublation. 


The ssttvika knowledge dees not accept any 
distinetions(vikalpas) .rt is the keivalya, which is 

absolutely valid,the primary notion being the presence of 

the Universal Essence every where.lt is sadatmaka.The 

syllogism given by Purus attain a to prove that all the 


«w *W* tax W» <**» **» 


4Mk/ fcx. «1 » «M. •» *#» «■* M. •. , 


3. /ibadhitsjnanatvaia badhsyogyavyatiriktatvam va* tal- 

iaksansm. pr.p.6, 

*** 

4. fimata bhavah sadabhinnah.Adyantaiaadhyesu sadanugstatvat 


Yad eva yad snugatam tat tad a&hinnam.Sauvarnakundala- 
-katakadivat.Sadava^esatvac ca tatha”. Pr.p.6. 
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objects are non-different from the Sat on the analogy of 

the ncn-differenWof the gold and the golden ornaments, 
because of the inherence of Sat comes very near to the 
esoteric knoiftedge of Bcmikara,in which all the distinctions 
are to be eschewed and there remains only pure being. The 
indeterminate knowledge according to Od Purusottama, is 
the first apprehension of being alone,without any qualifi- 
-cati'ons and distinctions.But while Sankara’s esoteric 
knowledge does not admit even the knower aid the triplicate 
difference of the knower,known and knowledge,purusottama 
does not go to that extent. The basic difference bwtween 
the two is that, while feamkara* s nirvikalpaka is perfectly in 

eonsonence with his own' theories of the nirvikalpaka 
Brahman,such is not the case with Purusottama,who is not in 
e position to accept the distinction in the qualityless and 
the qualified Brahman. Purusottama^ explanation of the 

nirvikalpaka is in keeping with his theory of tsdatmya. 

% 

The fiajasa knowledge,which is produced by the 
rajaSa-sSaagrijis variously revealed and is full of 
distinctions.The rajasa knowledge is stated to be savikalpaka. 
Whenever an object is first known,,it is known as pure 

being viz. we have the indeterminate knowledge on account of 
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the quality of Sattva.This is 


t, 

however immediately superseded 


by the rajas,which is moved by the internal organ in 

T*' 

association with the senses and this leads to the distinction 


in the name and form of that particular object. The change- 

i * 

over from the indeterminate to the determinate is so rapid 

► 

that the apprehension of' the former is almost absent end 
we do not at all-think that we have passed through one stage 
and come to another. The procedure however is the same., 
whether the sensory perception may be simple or complex,as 
illustrated in that of ” a pot" or .that of ’ a pot on the 

ground 1 . Purusottema classifies the savikalpaka into two:- 

(i) Yi6is tabaddki~or associated knoifledge e.g.* a man 
with a stick.', 

(ii) Semuhalambanabuddhi~knowledge of a conglomeration of 
entities.e.g.* a man end a stick,’ * a pot, a cloth 

I 

and a pillar.’ 

Purusottama’s explanation of the indeterminate and 

the determinate is as follows;- 

We have at first the revelation of the pure being.This 
is nirhikalpaka.When the internal organ operates with the 
senses,that-pure being is defined in its name and form; 
and this is savikalpaka.. The distinction between the two 
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forms of knowledge may appear to be rather too, minute end 


scholasticilt is an explanation of the process of perception 
and cognition from the simple to the complex.But the 
difference of opinion among various thinkers is due to 
the difference in their various concepts about the Supreme 
Principle and Its relation with the diversity of the 
world. The nirvikelpska-savikalpaka process thus has to be 
explained in keeping with the theorist^ own doctrine of 
the creation of the world ,with all its distinctions and 

s 

diversities, from the cause or causes,which he-has 
postulated, It will be interesting here to compare the 
feuddhadvai^a theory with those of feamtars and .Ramanuja* 

We have already stated before,how 'feamkara and Purusottama 
come very near to each other in their concepts of the 


nirvikalpaka jiSena.Similar is 


the position with the 


concepts regarding the ssvikalpaka also.Purusottama points 
out that the Rajasa knowledge has no absolute validity 

* i 

but is useful only in the worldly dealings.He explains 

i 

the vyavahira as a bundle of the natural processes of the 

/ 9 t 

body and senses and produced by a similar bundle in the 
mind,which is replete with the egoistic thoughts/of 
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5 

’I* and ’Mine 1 . The exoteric reality of Samkara has iis 
reality in the empirical sphere only and has no absolute 

- reality. But the distinction between the two is pointed 


out by Purusottama himself,when he defines the determinates 
&.S uhe intei im qua-titiies of the reality. Purusottsma*s 


explanation can be very easily distinguished from that Sf 

Ramanuja, who, thinks that every thing, even Brahman is 
qualified.For him the psychological process in the 

/ 

indeterminate to- the determinate is not that in the simple 

to the complex,but in the complex without the past 

associations to the complex', assoc is ted with the past 

experiences, Purusottama*s explanation of the two types of 

P 

knowledge is quite in keeping with his theory of Ifure 

Monism,wherein the One becomes manyfold and yet remains 
one and pure. 


b.AhammamabhimanetniakmsnasaSannipatajanyo dehendriyadi- 
svabhavikavyaparatsakah sanaipatah.Pr.p.7. 

6. Yikalpah satah avaritaraviAesah.pr.-o.lO. 

* 

7. Rirvikalpakam api saviiesavisayaoi evajdrlbhasya.l.i, l.p.27. 
Ills o, A to nirvikelpakam ekajatTyesu prathafflapindagrslianain. 
And, Tatra pr at ham ap In d agr ah an s gotvader anuvrttakarata 

na pratiyate.Dvitiyadipindagrahanesv- evahuvrttipratiteh. 

♦ 

/ SMrTbhasya.I.i.l.p.g8. 
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Purus ottama classifies the determinate knowledge into 
doubt s error,decision,ffleatory and dream. . ■ 

Doubt or sam&aya is explained by Purusottasia os the 

understanding of various and contradictory characters in 

8 

one substantive. It is further classified into ssma and 

utkatakotika.Sama is that in which both the alternatives 
* • 


have equal force,e.g.’This is a men or not s man’ or ’fiiis 
is a mm o.r a pillar’.The utkatskotika on the. other hand, 
is that irt which one of the alternatives is stronger 
the other,e.g,’This is most probably,a man’. 


YiparyaSa is explained by Purusoitajaa as the extraneous 


knowledge revealing an object different from the object, 

> 

which is contacted by our senses,%ere comes the theory of 
erroneous perception,which is called khyati.Purusottama 


discusses and refutes various kh^yatis and propounds the 

i a ' 

, anyakhyati in his kbyativeda. u purusottaraa’s analysis 8f 


illusion is based upon the objective experience of s 
subjective impression. In the illusory perception of 

silver,the illusory silver is revealed to us On account of 


8, Ikasmin dhsrmini viruddhananakotyavagihi jnatiani samhayah, 

Pr. p. 15. 

9. Sempr ayuktabhinnarthamatr apr ati pad s laic baby am jhanam 

viparyasah. Pr,p.l6. 

10* Ehyativadai YadavalT.p.lBO.ff. 
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the objective and external projection of the knowledge 
through the instrumentality of Maya.The knowledge of silver 

r 

is existing as an impression because of our earlier 

experience of the same.This projected knowledge envelopes 

the object in view,partly or completely and thus we perceive 

something quite different(Anya).It is therefore called 

11 

Anyakhyati. 

Dr.P.B.Chandratre in his thesis on Methodology* 8f 
the major Bhasyas on the Brahmaeutras’ says that Yallabha 
accepts the anyathakhyatijSo that one’s mistake of 
something for some other thing is due to the similarity of 
some of the attributes between the two.’After the attainment 

11,Tat purvotpann asyanubhsvasya samskaratmana sthitasyo- 
dbodhakaih prabalye mayikarthakaravatT buddhivrttir 
mayaya bahih ksipyate.Tada ss purovsrtinam sarvato' 
mfeato vavrtya bahir avabhasata i>ti mayikasyanyasyaiva 
Khymad anyakhyutir ity atra vyavabriyate. Pr.p.l?. 
Also,Atah 4uktirajatadisthale mayaya bahihksiptabuddhi. 
vritirupam jnaham evarthakarena khyayata iti mantavyam. 


- Khyiativsd a .Yadavail. p. 121. 




409 


of true fcaowiedge however the view-point in this respect 

•Ip 

is changed to Akhyati. 1 -* The layathakhyati is accepted by 
the Baiyayikas while the Akhyati is believed in by the 
Prabhakaras.Yallabha’s doctrine of error has been ably 

1 *3 

explained by prof .(r.H.Bhatt in his article on the subject. 

Purusottama not only refuses to believe in# the anyathakhyati, 

but even refutes it.Purusottama says that if we believe in 

the appearance of an object otherwise,then that anyathatva 

14 

would mean ystharthatva or reality."' The chiaera eannot 

/ 

be regarded as real and cannot therefore be said to exist. 

hence we shall have to understand the instrumentality of 
lays and the external projection of our own buddhi,which 
reveals something other (anya)than the object with which 

pur senses are in contact. This is known as anyakhyati. 

♦ 

Inspite of the polemical -passages against anyathakhyati, 
we shall have to admit the first part of it viz.that of 
similarity.Thus when Purusottama says that the rajatabuddhi 
comes to the fore because of the latent impressions of the 
same already existing in our mind f we shall have to accept 
that rajata and buk#ti must have some similarity for 

12. Methodology.p.97. 

13. Prof.G.K.BhattjYaliabhacarya’s view on error. 

Siddha Bharati.Yol.il. 

!!4. inyathatve yatharthatapatteh. Khyativada.YaUavair.p.122. 

, ' ft 




otherwise we can not account for the rajatabudcihi alcae 

1 

aud not the ghatabuddhi,being projected outside. 
Purusottama accepts this by saying that the term any a 
means sadr4a.-^ This howeTer is from the point of view 
of those who have not attained to the true knowledge, 
is for those,who have correct knowledge ,everything is 
perceived by them as the manifestation of Brahman; . 
the theory of erroneous perception is that of akhyoti, 
which is just our inability to note the distinction 
between the object in view and the object which is 
perceived.But the question arises here,as to whether 
we can believe in the erroneous perception of those 
who have right knowledge.Purusottama himself says that 
their knowledge is right knowledge. 10 

Various theories of erroneous perception in the 
systems of Indian philosophy do not purport measly 
to explain the psychological development, involved in 

•«* «•»«*««» m * mm mm wm mm mm mmmm mm mmmm^ mmmm mmrnmmm wm mmtammmmm mm mmmmmm mmmm mm mm mm mm m m mmmmmmtmm t 

15. Anyapadasya s adr&ye vac aka tveilenubhut asodr & odharmaham 
eva khyahat,. hhyativada.Taaavali.p. 130. 

36. Atas tesam jnahasya yatharthatvat ...etc.Ibid.p.130. 
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wrong perception.These theories are in keeping with 

the doctrines about the reality or otherwise of the 
universe with its manifold appearances,as related to its 


Supreme Cause.Every one accepts that the snake perceived 


in place of rope or silver mistaken fen* eonchshell is 

false and practically non-existent.But the question is 

* 

as to how,that which is not existing can replace something 
which exists and can appear as existing.feaikars who 

thinks that the perception of everything - requires- its 

« * 

existence,says that it is inexplicable.If the snake does 


not exist,it can hot be seen.So long as we are seeing 
it,it is real end we even tremble with fear at its sight. 

r 1 * 

Only when we come to know that it is a rope,we feel that 

t ' ^ » 

the snake is unreal. The snake thus cannot be said to 
be realj for otherwise it would not'have been sublated* 
it can not be said to have been unreal, for th<an it would 

-not have been perceived at all .For Balkars all knowledge 
is real in its own sphere.This is not the position of 

Ramanuja,who goes to the extent of taking even silver 

/ 

as real on the ground of the triplication of the 

w 

primordial elementh(Trivrtkarana),as stated in the 
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scriptures.purusott t ams,so to ssy,steers cleer of the two, 
for- he has to explain the theory in keeping with the 

difference between Jag&t end SamsEra,maintained by 
Yallabha.Thus ho can not accept the different levels of 
experience,nor the reality of everything ; that is perceived 
That is why he says that the silver,that appears in place 
-of conchshell,is an erroneous objective experience of 

a subjective entity,while the conchshell remains there 


as true as ever.It is thus oar fault that we see silver; 
it is not the conchshell,which becomes silver owing to 

i 

our faulty eyes.lie believes that Maya is an instrument 
in false apperc ep t i on .Here Purusoiisma may be said to 

come very near to the Atraakhyati of the Buddhists, who 
believe in the internal existence of silver as a mpdeof 
mind and who think that the error consists in regarding 
what is internal as exfcernel.But the two systems are 


wide apart in their basic theories;for the Yijnanavadins 

think of the internal existence a!ana of everything and 
deny the externality of all,objects. This can not be 

admitted by purus ottaatsiji who refutes the theory of 
Itmakhyati thoroughly.In the Buddhistic doctrine the 
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externality even of a coachshell is an error. 

i 

lideaya is defined as the correct apprehension of 
17 

an object. It car. be obtained by perception, inference 


verbal knowledge or analogy . 10 Decisive knowledge is said 

to be twofold,, pratyaksa and paroksa. Immediate or direct 

knowledge arises out of a real existing contact between 

19 

the object and our senses$ " while indirect knowledge is 

different from it.Samitara also divides knowledge into 

pratyaksa and paroksa;but for 6arJcara,immediate knowledge 

' / 

is not to be equated with sensory perception only,but it 
also includes the immediate intuition,which may not 
involve sensory perception. Thus the knowledge arising out 

of the teaching ’That thou art* is also immediate because 


it is intuitive. Thus according to him pratyaksa is 
the communion of the subject-consciousness and the object- 


17. Hi&eayo yatharthahubhavah; pr.p.lS. 

18. Analogy is explained as arising through the senses 
.having the knowledge of s isii ar ity. Ssdr/hyad isahakr te- 

W A 

ndriyarthasaasargejanya. pr ,p«19. 

19. Fr.p.SO. 

SO. Pratyaksavagamam eedam phalam. Tat tvam asity asamsirya- 

tmatvapratipattau satyak samsaryatmatvavysvrtteh. 

Bamkar abbhssya. I. iv. 14. 



eaasciousness;f or this the body is not indispensable. ^ 

Yallabha refuses to admit that verbal knowledge can produce 
immediate apprehension because in the illustration like 

,; Ihou art the tenth’ , the tenth person^ sees^jf that he is 

the tenth and it is this perception,which is more powerful 

PP 

than verbal knowledge. Purusottama,while explaining this, 

says that the sentence ’Thou art]/ the tenth’ gives us 
knowledge not of the Atman but only of the body.According 

to Safe tear a the passage ’That thou art’ produces atma - 
saksatkara.Thus there is disparity of illustration. 

Yallabha further points out that if we agree to the 
intuitive Knowledge based upon verbal authority,it would 


mean a mixture of pramanas ,wh ieh is undesirable. 


fc 


Purusottama is more pointed when he Says that Satikara means 

something which goes off its set limits.Thus the passage 

’-Thou art the tenth’ has not the capacity of giving 

\ 
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21. Ivam sati deha upalabdhir bhavaty asati ca na bhavatTti 
na debadharmo bhovitum erhati. oamkarafebhasya.III.iii .54, 

22. Bahamas tvam aslty adau praiyaksasamagrya balavaitvad 
dehadeh pratyaksatvat.A.E. I.i.l. 

23. Praiagnasahkarapatti^ ca.'A.B.I.i.l. 
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knowledge of the subject leaving aside that of the object, 

which is the purport of the sentence,Thus the communion of 

, \ » 

the subject consciousness and the object consciousness is 

not admissible. - Immediate knowledge thus is only due to 
sensory perception in the feuddhadvaita. 

Memory is explained as knowledge arising from the 

impression only.' The impressions are our past experiences 
existing in subtle farm. 

The dream experiences have the dream world as their 
object. The dream world is purely illusory and has no 
element of reality. The reality/which is at tiroes experienced 

in the dreams,may be explained as on a par with the chimerae 


that we may at times see in the waking state,But as the 
knowledge is of the essential nature of the self,even that 
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24-.Bafeemas twain asTti vakyasthayusmatpadasmaritapadartho- 
-llanghsnenasmstpadarthavieayakajnahajanane tasya jnanasya 
pramanatvam na syat ..A.B.P. I. i. 1. p. 31.?ur usott ama also 

gives an alternative explanation, for the mixture of 
pr asanas. 

Eb.Saajskgrtroatrajanyan jnansm.Pr.p. 21. 

26.Pr,p.21. 

2?.Svapnikf srstir meySmatrara na vastubhpteti ni fee ayah. 

Pr.p.24. 
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which has the dream world as its object is true sad not false; 
Here purusottsma refuses to accept Madhya*s theory that though 

* v 

the dream world is true sad without any material cause,the 
dream experiences are false. Purus octama reduces this to 
absurdity by pointing out 'snot ii a man sees his read being 
cut off in a dream even though his vision may be untrue,he 
must have his Lead cut off sad must meet with his death. 

The distinction between the dream and the waking state 
is stated to be the continuation of the latter,while the 

former is seen and destroyed and there is no continuity 
between two dreams, ^amkara distinguishes between the two 
from two points of yiew.He says that whatever is perceived 
in a dream is sablated in the waking state.Besides the 

criterion of bFfiha/Samkara also distinguishes the two by 
stating, that the dream experiences. are memory or smrtjr, 

^ ^ — mt* mm*** mm ****+-++* 
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28,d!i8fcaffi tu tadvisayakaa satyam eva.Tasyatmarupstvat.Pr.p. 25, 

✓ 

Paths ca svapnajagaritadrstayos tatkalikanyathltvatat- 
kslikenyafcdlikanyathatvabhaverupavaidkarmyin na svapna- 


jsgaritsdrstayos.,tulyatvam. A. B.P.Il . i i m 29 * p * Utyu » 
Tallabha is far simplex* Mien he ay b : V arsm amt area api 
dr^yanTanah &tw\ohsh sta&blia eTO»A*B*II*ii»29*p.656*-57 # 
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whereas the waking experiences are upalabdhi.^fh© orthodox 
Vedantic view however is that the Mirvac eniyalchyati. 
anker a refers to this in. his Bhasye on the Brahnasatra' 

Hi.ii./jt ^ It nay be -said,the reason of Badha-ebactha as 
given by fedakara is not so different from that of Yallbbha, 
who says that a pillar remains a pillar even after years, 

K c 

which means that it is not contradicted or sublated;but 
y/hile feamkaral* Bddha-absidha depend upon the change from 

the dream to the waking state,this is not the case with 
Yellabha,who intends to point out that there is no continuity 
between two dreams. 

Beep sleep experience is stated to be a division of 
the dream. In deep'sleap,Purasottama says,the self reveals 
itself. 'Sjinta or reflection which may be of the nature of 
synthesis or analysis,which may be by the. mathod of agreement 
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30. Kin punar vaidharmyam? Badha-badhav iti brumeh... .ipi ea 
SBirtir eba yat svapnadarhanam .Upaiabdhis tu jagarita- 

-dsrbanam. fearokarabKSsya. Il.ii.39. 

/ 

31. Cf.the quotations from Vedentsparibhasa and Brahmavidya- 

bharama in BrabmasutraS ii.with feemkara's comments 

* 

Dr .Belvalkar. p. 164. 

SS.Susuptis tu svapaasyaivivlntarabhedah.TatrstmaspiuraEaffl 


tu svata eva. Pr.o.35. 
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or difference,or which may be of the nature of mental doubt 

or meditation, is to be included in the memory and need not be 
separately considered. Shame,fear and the like are modes of 

O 

egoism and are m5t states of cognition.Recognition is not 

different from decision, Memory is auxiliary-to recognition,, 
which is produced * in association with the present perception, 

directly through the operation of memory and indirectly 

through the operation,of past impressions. 

The correctness or otherwise of an experience depends 

upon the predominance of right knowledge oi' false knowledge 
respectimely.Thus paintings,idolations and stsge-repressnta- 

Ac. 

-tions by actors have the predominance of pram a in as much 
as they have the capacity to produce the same feelings,as 
would have been produced in presence of the objects,which 
they have imitated. w 

Samkara belivea that the subject and the object are 

fundamentally opposed to each other like light and darkness. 
The essential nature of the subject is different^ from 


33. M. Baegnpfe..History of Indian Pbilosophy.Yol.IY.p.339 

34. Bhraniaprsmasamuhaisnihanam tu ekadehavik^rtam ananyavad 
bhavatiti nyayena bhramadhikye viparyasa eva.Pramadhikye 
ca nihe.ayah. Pr. p,25-3S» 
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that of the object.The subject is sentient while the object 

-is n on sentient. In the opinion of iSamkara the subject- object/ 

relationship is purely relative.In the ultimate analysis, 
the subject is not even the knower viz.the substance of 

which knowledge is an at tribute,but is knowledge itself. 

Thus there is complete identity between the "Atman and 

saiovit.Oinfc statements like*I am thin, 1 or ’I am blind 1 are 

* 

due to the superimposition of the subject-upon the object 
and Tice versa.Similarly when we say 1 1 know-myself 1 ,we are 
trying to turn the subject into an object end thus think 
in the realm of Mhyasa.Ramanuja in his Bhasya on the very 
first Sutra,gives a studied refutation of''Saii?kara t s position 
end maintains that knowledge is different from the knower 
and the known. There can be no samvit without the subject 
and the object.Knowledge again is an attribute of the 
Ajhian.Purusottams says that the vyapti of visayatva and 
jadstva cannot bo maintained as bes been done by Sainkara, 
Because the sentient Atman is an object of self realization 
like 1 ! know the Atman 1 .If the Atman is not an object of 


pratyagvitti,that pratyagvitti ce&3es to be a vitti at all. 
It is possible to say that everything that is jada is also 
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35 

a visaya,bu.t its converse is wrong.' ’purusottama further 

/ 

says that Atman aad samvit are not synonymous.The relation 

- .s ■ . 

of Atman and samvit that of a substance and its 

4 , l 

attribute or better,that of arrays .end aArayin.In the 

statements like *I knowV,or *1 possess knowledge*,knowledge 

/ 

is understood as an attribute of ’I*.purusottama says that 

j * 

the object is also real aid different from the subject.That 
the liman is revealed by knowledge(paratah-prakiiita) does 
not render it non-sentient,because Atmsa is self-luminous. 

Purusottama says that Atman is both,having the essential 

37 

nature of knowledge and having knowledge as an attribute. 
This is the real import of, the ten divisions of knowledge, 


given by Purusottama.In the system of Ramanuja,it is very 

difficult to find out how the attributes^re organically 
related to the substance. Per feamkara the attributes and 
the substance are not related but are one,and the difficulty 
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35.Yisayatvens j ad at van a vyapteh protyaksabacHtatvat... 

Jadatvena vis ay at vena vyapter prat yaks as iddhatvat, 

* ‘ , A ' ■ ' . 

A.B.P.I.i.l.p.15. 


36. Ahem jsnaraiti Jnanavsa sham ity evara atmadhsrmatvenaiva 

4 \ 

tasya bhahae ca. A.B.P.I.i.l. p.16. 

3?.Citsvarupatve safci svayampraaa^asamvida^rayatvasyaivs 
cetanatvat. A.B.P*!*^*!*?*!^* 




arises when he tries to explain how Atman,which is sentiency, 
bee ernes sentient. ■ The theory of attirvscaiiiysta is ii^aot a 

frank admission of the inability to explain the problem. Bat 
then a very important problem remains unexplained.Ramanuja’s 
refutation of .featara touches the same points.The samvit of 

ISamkara,which is regarded as one with Atman,is the esoteric 
knowledge. What then is the use of refuting him with the 
arguments,which belong purely to the exoteric level?Purusottama ■ 
blends the two positions and tries' to avoid the diificulties 
by stating that knowledge is the Mature as also an attribute 
of' the self.This involves the question of the exact relationship 

between s substance and its qualities,wnich we shall discuss 
later cm. Again Purusottama does not main tain, atleast expressly, 
the distinction between the exoteric and the esoteric spheres 
of knowledge,and yet he tries to evolve the former from the latter 
This can be and is dene by him by falling back upon the 
incomprehensible powers of God. 

(HI). . 

Means of proof. t 

pramahas have always occupied an important position in the 
* t 

systemsof Indian thought.While beginning his Prasthana- 

V jL 

ratnakara,with 0 chapter oh the pramahas,Purusottama g^ves 



the oft-quoted maxin),’Manedhiha ffleyasiddih* i.e.’the 

a 

establishment of that/which is to be measured, depends 


upon that which measures.’ Yallabha describes pram an a 

39 

as that by which one knows,what is unknown. Purusottama 
says in the beginning of his Prasthaharatnakara,that the 
term prsmana has two meanings.Firstly it stands for the 


knowledge which is not sublated or which is different 

from that which is liable to contradiction;it also stands 
for that which brings about- such knowledge. ^It is 


interesting to note here that Purusottama distinguishes 
between herana and kareria.iiarana is explained by him 
as ’Vysparavad aSadharanair.' x or ’A unique agent 
associated with a dynamic agent with reference to the 
effects that are to be produced.* ^ 


tfall&bha has not said much about pratyaksa, but 
purusottama has dealt with it often and at length. 


38. Pr.p. 1. Of .also Citsukhl. II. 18, quoted by Dr.P.B. 
Chendratre,Methodology.p.44.Fn.1. 

39 • itoadMgat&thagantevat pra.-aanasya.A.B.I.i.S.p-SO. 

40. Tatra pramanasabdo bhawavyutpanno rudho yS abldhita- 
jnane vartaje bsdhayogyavyatirikte c a. Kar an avyutp a- 
-nitas tu tadrisajnanakarane.pr.p. 1, 

41. Pr.p.26. 

42. S.H.Dasgupta.History of Indian Philosophy. Fol.IY.p ,340. 




1 

perception or pratyaksa is defined by purus'ottama as 


the pramana,corresponding to and depending upon various 
sense-faculties* ^3 The sense organs are six in number, 
Sye, skin, nose, tongue, ear , and mind .Whereas most of the 

t y 

Indian systems do not admit the mind also as a sense- 
-faculty ,Purusottama is inclined to admit it as such. 
It is better, he says, to believe that the mind is and 
is not a sense-faculty,because of its nature of both 

knowledge and action. It hae$ not been accepted as an 
indriya because it is superior to the other five.Thus 
he thinks that the mind has its function of a sense- 
-faculty,but has also something more than that of & 
ordinary sense-faculty. " " . 


These indriyas are atomic,super-sensible and changing 
(yikari).Purusottama gives the objects of these faculties 


as follows: 


The eye has as its objects the manifest form,that 

■s «, v ,, 

which has the manifest form,and the modes of the latter 

like number,extent,separation,conjunction,division, 
relation, non-relation to others,motion,aetion,genus 
and that in which it is inherent.The objects of the 


43.1ndriyatmakam pramanam .Pr.p.108. 
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skin are the manifest touch and whatever is connected with 

it.Similar are the cases of nose,tongue and ess?,which 
have their objects as the manifest smell,the manifest 

taste and the manifest sound respectively,together with 
all their coreiates.lt is interesting to note that for 
purusottsma only the manifest form or sound or touch 

z ( 

( , 

can be an object of its corresponding sense-faculty.53ms 

t 

the atoms of ghosts,which have no manifest colour can 
not be an object of the corresponding visual sense- 
faculty. Thus the earth is the object, of all the five 
sense-faculties;water of four (excluding the gustatory), 
fire of threefexcluding the gustatory and the olfactory), 
air of the tactual and the auditory.iSpaee is the object 

of the visulsr sense-facultory only on the ground of 

the prameyabala. * Directions and time are known only as 
attributes of the objects of knowledge and not as 

separate objects.The modes of the mind like desire and 

♦ 

others are grasped by the mind.The soul and its attributes 
are not however objects of mundane sense-faculties. 

Tamas or darkness is regarded as a separate 

positive entity and not mere absence of light.The 

% 

followers of feeinkara also think in the same way. When 


44.?r.p.ll0. 




we do not perceive objects in darkness,we actually, see 
the darkness,which is an entity and which comes in the 
way-, of other objects and covers them. Similarly Purusottama 
is inclined to regard the pratibimba also as a separate 

category.^ 

/ 

\ i 1 

Purusottama refuses to accept hbhava as a separate 
category and considers the various abhavas as just 

different states of the cause. He thinks that they should 

be included in the avirbhava and tirobhava. The abhava 

came to be regarded as a padsrtha by the later Yai^esikas, 

when the Yar&esika ontology gave way to and absorbed in 

it the consideration of the Myaya epistemoloey.Kapada, 
for instance,does not admit it^ For him absolute non¬ 
existence has no meaning while other three abhavas,the 
pragabhava,the pradhvansabhava and the anyonyabhava are 
related to the positive being.The !Suddhadvaita believes 
in the manifestation of the Lord as the world.Hence for 
purusottama,everything is Hod.When something is produced, 

the eause is manifested in that way;when it# ceases to 
exist,that manifestation is withdrawn and there is 
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45. Yadavail.Andhskar-avada.p. 131ff,& Pratibimbavada,p. 193ff 
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non-manifestation;Thus there is no abhava,nothing which is 

non-existent. Purusottama explains, all the four abhavas, a s 
related to the Jvirbhava and Tirobhava of the inhering cause. 

The pragabhava or negation antecedent to production' is the 

/ 

condition of the material cause,which is not manifested,the 

t 

condition which is congenial to its manifestation as an 
45 

eiiect. Similarly the pradhvansabhlva or the non-existence 
posterior to destruction is the condition which is against 

the subsistence of the effect. 47 The anyonyabhava or the 
negation of one thing in another end vice versa is just . 
an avirbhavavi^esg because it is a manifestation of one 

aq 

thing,that excludes thaVothers. ^°The absolute non-existence, 
which is illustrated by the sen of a barren women or a 


sky-flower is nothing but non-manifestation or tirohhara, 


The function and operation of these sense-faculties are 
of the nature of proximity.(Prstyasattihupa)It can be 
divided into two,mundane and supramundsne or Isukika and 

ft. 

alaukika.The supramundane is threefold,samanya,yogaja and 
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46.Tirobhgvasshakrta karyavirbhava-anukula avasthiT.Pr.p.3 31. 
47.,ICS?jW/sth§tipretikula-avastha.Pr.p.lll. - 

4B.Tesyaiva itai'eryavartakatvad’itaravyaVrttatvsc ca.Pr.p. 115. 
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maya;while the former is fivefold,samycga,tsda tmy a, 
samyuktatadatmyajSamyuktavi&esanata and tadstmyasvarupa. 

I v . 

The simanya is that which, is useful in the Knowledge of 

\ > r 1 

an individual owing to the general form,which is followed 

up in'it. The yogaja is the perceptual experience of 

the future or past events and those events,which are 

50 ' — • • 

beyond the reach of our sense-organs,. The raaya is the 
perception of those entities,which in fact do not exist.^ 

When our eye sees an objeot.it is due to the contact of 
our eye with that particular object.This is oamyoga, by 
which we know not only that particular object but also 
its qualities,action and species.Or it may b© the identity 

t 

of the two,which are in contact with each, other. (Samyukta- 
-tadatraya).Similar is the case of the skin,nose and 
tongue.When however we comprehend the sound by our ears, 
samyoga alone is the function.With regard to.the knowledge 

of the external objects by the mind, those objects are 
experienced by the mind through the instrumentality of 
the sense-faculties,which are connected with the objects 


49. Mi ug s ta karena tad vyaktijSone 


ppayujyate.Pr.p.116. 


50; An agata- at! ba-atihdr iy ad ivastusakgatkare .Pr .p. 116. 

51.Avidyamanabam pad ar then am buddhau upasthapane.Pr.p.116. 




on the one hand and the, mind on the othej’.The mind 

experiences its am attributes like knowledge and 

happiness because of the relation of identity or tadatmya 

/ 

between the attributes and the substantive.With regard to 

the comprehension of the modes of mind,the nature of 
those modes(Trttisvarupa) is the means. Ms appearance or 

i 

tirobhaVa is known through the indriyasamyuktavidesanata. 


While dealing with the perceptual experience of 
external objects,an important point has been made out by 

K 

the gajftkhys and the Yedsntic scholars with regard to the 
vrtti or mode, We see a certain object with our eyes, 
but the sjaae external object is seen even after the eyes 

are closed. This form cannot be an external object,which 

/ 

is not seen because it can not exist without its substance 

f 

Hence it must belong' to something within,rather than to 


the object without. That is how the followers of Saakhya 
admit the vrtti. The followers of Is.amkara accept the 


vrtti as an.effect or parinama of the internal organ / 

1 

produced by the contact of the senses with the objeets. 


The Haiyayikas do not think it necessary to accept the 
vrttipadertha.purusottama says that the experience of 

an after-image is universal and cannot be rejected as 



has been dees by the $aiyayikas.,?he rrt.ti therefore has 

* ' * >• 

to-be admitted but it is not necessary to accept it as.a 

separate e ategory,different from the budihi.lt is just a 

>> 

* ** 

specific state of the buddhi,.sroused i by time and produced 

✓ 

by the qualities like sattva. 52 Thus when an external 

object is produced in the w^aking state by means of our 
eyes,.simultaneously with it is produced the buddhi rrtti 


of that particular fora. When the eyes are closed we 


OJV.N& 


experience that very writ!.Thus the vrtti is both gunaj^Spi 

P 

and indriyajanya. It is interesting to note that jgfurusottama 

; r 1 

admits time as’a category existing in the buddhi and not 

in the senses as done in the Vedan iaparibhas a. 

For purusottama time is the determinant of the buddhi and 
one of the accessaries to mental illumination.^ 


■o 

(aJ 


Buddhi,says Purusottama,is to be inferred from it: 
effect i.e.the knowledge of something. 54 Its place is the 
heart.A man who is endowed with the buddhi,knows the 
external objects.So buddhi can be understood as the cause 
of knowledge,as can be seen in passages likej^a man who is 
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5 2. B ud cli i t at t va s y a iislaasubdhasattvadigunakrto'-Tastha- 

** * 

vi&esa eva.Pr.p.124. 

53., Gf .T.Sn. Ab.pp. 107-110. ;Pr.pp.123-126. 

54. Vifeistajnanalaksariaksrya-anumeya.T.Sri.Ab.p. 77. 




430 


intelligent (mows the' objects.’(To buddhimans tasya padarthai 

*■ r „ 

jnanam bhavati.Qr gubuddhir ayam padarthan janati.)Buddhi 


and knowledge are used as synonyms cm account of the 

identity of cause and effect.Thu© purusottama explains 

buddhi as * Yoga jadh.arm©' janyo vihistajnanasamanakafro 

** ' '55 

jnanendriya-nu-gr ahakah p&dartho buddhir iti, ’ When the 

i v * v t - ' 

buddhi functions at the .first moj^ment of the operation of 

J v * " * 

V * 1 

senses,there is indeterminate knowledge;when the buddhi is 

■s s 

modified in the vrtti,in association with the sense-faculty 

the indeterminate becomes de term in ate. The vrttis appear 

t \ 

in succession;,with the rise of one ^tii,tb<^ormer 
disappears .and remains as- an impression{Samskara) .When 

these impressions are roused by certain causes and condition^ 


they take the form of memory. 

Purusottama explains the process of our ordinary 

knowledge as similar to the process of any other action. 

According to the Bhagavad Gita,actions of an individual 

56 

are dependent upon five factors. Body is the operating 
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55. f.Sn.Ab.p.73. ' ' 

56. Cf.Adhisthaaam istha kerta karenam de prthagvidham, 

Tividhafe ca prthak ces^a dsivam caivatra psacamam. 
'SarTravihmanobhir yat karma prarebhate narah, 

Kyayyam va viparltam va panesite tatre hetavah. 

Bhagavad GTta.XVIII .14,15. . 




basis, while the individual soul is the agent.Karana m^gr 

l * 

be diverse,external or internal.Cesta or activity signifies 
the various functions of the pranas and body. Dai va is time, 

action,desire of God,the inner cc&troiler( M taryamin),and 
the superintending deities of the sense-organs,which are 
accessory to the chief breath,These are the factors 
responsible for that action which is the cause of the 

connection of the mind,which produces knowledge,The whole 
process can be explained thus.Because of the desire of God, 
the inner controller who is an an&a of God,inspires the 
internal organ with the help of time and action,The 
internal organ is fourfold. Rudra is the superintending 
deity of the ego(shamkira),which produces the consciousness 
of being embodied.Brahma is the deity of Buddhi,which is 

responsible for the function of the sense-faculties. 

The eit&s is latent but grasps the soul in its unity in 
deep sleep .The manas,which is supervised by the loon, 
heads the list of the organs of both action^ and 
sensation and its function is to inspire the respective 
indriyas by means of its relation to the organs and their 

deities.Then these organs perform their respective 

* 1 

functions. The sense-organs,when inspired by the manas. 



are related vdth their objects and produce the indeterminate 
in the msnas, which is also Wontact with the objects -flj$// 

through the sense-orgsns. The man as thus has its mode in 

the sphere of these sense-organs.When these modes of the 

, > 

manas are qualified by the buddhi,through its own -mode, 
the indeterminate becomes determinate.Because of the 
infinite number of external objects, the determinate knowledge 
is infinite;even then it can be classified into doubt, 
wrong knowledge,right knowledge and memory in the waking 

state.Similar classification is rossible even in the 
dream state.Purusottama says that the buddhi can also be 
divided into three,the upadsaa buddhi,when the mind is 
attracted by a certain object,the hana buddhi,when the 
mind is repelled by a certain object and it wishes to 

i 

avoid the same,and the upeksa buddhi when the mind becomes 
indifferent to a certain object.The sense-organs enlighten 
anff object by establishing contact with it.The eye 

epproaches tfee objects with the help of its rays,or the 

* 

power of the superintending Sun,or by the colour(Rupa), 
which is its quality.The ©anas,which rules over the eyes, 
is also connected with the objects in the same way. Thus 
we perceive an object,limited by definite space,as for 
instance a pot oa, the earth or the stars in the sky. 
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Segarding the other organs of sensation,it is the manes, 
which goes to the objects together with the respective 
organs,because they have no rays.However unscientific 
this process may appear to a modern mind,it is interesting 
to note how carefully Purusottama hss given an analysis of” 

KO 

the psychology of perception.'' 

lhis process of perception is not however applicable 

to the intuitive perception of the Lord .Purusottama says 

* 

that the perceptual realization of God depends upon God 

himself. It is only by His grace,which is the seed of 

devotion,that one may see Him.He can also be seen in the 

state of incarnation because of His general desire that 

58 

’May all see me 1 . 

i^s regards snumaha,Purusottame says that be has nothing 

new to say .He defines it as an' instrument of inferential 

knowledge. ^?y apt i is the invariable concomitance or 
co-existence of the hetu and the sadhya. 60 It thus requires 


57. Cf.A.B.P.II.iv. 16. pp.798-794;fr.pp.126-128. 

58. Gf.JLB.P.II.iv.l6. pp.808-804;?r.pp. 137-138. 


59 . Anusrti tikar an am an uraanam.Pr.p. 138. The same definition in 

v 

Tarkasangraha.P.34. • 

60. iivy abhicaritam hetoh sadhyaSamaiiadhikaranyam.Pr.p. 139. 

" *■ • 
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the presence of a particular sadhya whenever there is a 

* 9 S 

* , k t i 

particular hetu,and the absence of the hetu in absence of 
the sadhya.The hetu is that which is .pressed .into service 

' , f *-I f 

with the object of proving something. The sldhya is 

j ' 

an Object which is desired to he proved.(Sisldhayisa- 
visayatvam).Purusottama is inclined to accept the division 

.. ' > f 

of vyapti into sama and visama,i.e.mutual or one-sided 

; e one omitenee, fall owing the Sahkhyapravseanasutras. We 

# * 

have thus the sama vyipti when the circle of the hetu 

and that of the sadhya eoineide;whGa the former falls 

, . 
s , 1 

within the latter,we have the vissma vyapti. 

. . ' V.. 

purusottama explains the process of inference as the 
decision of the" .presence of the sadhya in a particular 

case, on the ground of the memory of the invariable 

co-existence of the hetu and the sadhya,which we have seen 

- L * 

often or once. Thus we have often seen the smoke and 
fire,both,in the kitchen and the like and we decide the 
invariable concomitance between the two.After that,when we 

vnt* 

see smoke on a hill ,we remoter that concomitance and 
deduce the existence of fire slso.We can say that the 
anumana is the application to a particular case of a 

r % ' 
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61.Sadhyatvenopadiyamlaatvaa hetutvam.Pr.p.139. 
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general rule,which again has been formed after looking into 
a ^ai-tictilar ease or cases.®? 


While Gautama classifies inference into three? pilrvavat, 
4esarat and samanyato-drsfa, 63 fhe new school of logic 
gives another classification into anvayavyatireki,kevalantayi 

and kevalavyatireki. The first is dependent upon only the . 


positive concomitance as no instance cm the negative side 
is available. Purusottama is not,howevera in dined to 
accept it,for even if an object may be said to he knowable 

f ( 

in one fora,it is not so knowable in mother fora and thus 
the negative instances are available.Purusottama accepts 
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68.Tae ea samahadhikaranyam bhuyah sakrd va dar^anat ssnskar- 

odbodhe smrtipaiham arohati.Tatas tatsmaranottaram hetuh 

** * ^ > 

sadhyam ni&cayayaii. Ystha jsahshasadau ni^cite dhumasya 
vahnyavyabhiearitaslmahldhikaranye padcat parvatadau 

* I 

first© dhume tatsmaranottaram dhumo vahnim ni&esyayati,' 

dhumade&e vahnir iti.Sa ni&eayo' numitih.Pr.p.142. 

, * 

63. Kyayasutras I,i.5. 

64. Mvayamatravyaptikaia.kevalenvayi yatha ghatc/ bhidheysh 

* * 

pramey.atvit patavat.farkasangraha p.40. 

65. Serve trapi kenaeidrupena jneyatvadisattve'pi rupantarena 

„ v w 

tadabhavasya sarvejahihatvab ca kevalanvayisldhyaka- 
numan ssyaivabhavat.Pr.p. 141„ . 
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the other two, i.e.Kevalavyctireki and ilnvayevyatireki. 

The former is arrived' at,when only negative instances can 

be found,as- in ’the earth is different from other things 
because of its earthness’.(PrthivT itarebhyo bhidyate 
prthivitvat.) In the- anvayavyatireki form, of an uni an s, we have 
both the positive and negative concomitance as in*the hill 
has fire on. it gf, because of the smoke, (Parvato vahniman 
dhumat.) 

Both these, anvayavyatireki and kevalavyatireki,can be 
X AR 

clashed into svartha and parartha. sfirtha is for 
resolving the doubts of one’s own mind while the other is 
for convineing others of one’s own conclusions,The latter 

^ ' “S 4 

therefore is dependent upon a syllogism,which according to 

the orthodox Eysya has five propos it ions, prat i jna,hetu, 

1 ** 

udaharsna,upanay8 and nigamana.Purusottama prefers the . 

67 

syllogism with only first three propositions. 

> , * > * y 

P 

purusottama also discusses in his Tgrasthenaratnakara, 

r 

various fallacies of reason,which we have referred to 

5 

in the preceding chapter and hence the discussion need not 
be repeated here. 

The most important premiaa for the fed ahta,however, 
is the verbal testimony,which is defined in the Byiya- 

66.Idam dvividham api svir^hapararthabhedat punar 

* 

dvividham.Pr.p*143,See also Tarkassngraha p.37. 

67. Pr.p.144. . 




Sutras as the instructive assertion of a reliable person.^ 
According to Purus6ttama,apta is one ivho speaks of things 

gQ 

as they are. It can be divided into two types,laukika 
and alaukika.The laukika refers to persons like us while 
the alaukika refers to all from sages to God.Among those 

who are alaukika,the higher a person,the more reliable he 
is.The most trust worthy and absolutely infallible is 

therefore God.So the Tedas which owe their origin to 

t 

Him,constitute the independent pramana.^ 

) 

purusottama discusses whether or hot the Yedas can 
be treated as an independent pramans.Ordinarily,the words 


of a man depend upon what he has seen•or inferred, but 

J? 

this does noir mean,says gurusottama,that verbal testimony 

•****”•* mum mm «■*<*» *•» m* «"***•««, «m» **»«** .*> 9 <*■>«,«■» mm »m **»« 

68. Aptopade^sh £ab^tdbh,Ny a y as u t r as I.i.7.Cf.also Sa 

0 

captopadeiarupah.Pr.p. 34. 

69. Apta£ ca ysthasthitarthavadI.Pr.p.34. 

70. It is interesting to note that a similar classification 


has been given in the Tarkasahgraha: Vakysm dvividham. 
Yaidikeia laukikam c a. Y a i di k am 16 ¥ ar ok t a t v a t sarvam eve 

pramanam.Laukikam tv aptoktarn premiaam.Anyad apramanam. 
Tsrkssacgrsha.p.bS.Cf.aslo similei 1 classification in 
the hyiyasutrss: Sa dvividho drstadrstarthatvat.I.i.8. 
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owes.its authoritaiiveness to perception or inference. 

Whenever a word is heard,it has the capacity of conveying 

to our mind a specific object,which may not have been 
perceived.The scriptures are not dependent upon perception 
as the dharma,which is no where found in the world,is 
taught in the Yedas.We may agree that the words,which 
establish something connected with the'worldly dealings, 
require perception but this is not the case with the 

tt-» r 

Yedes. The Yedss teach us of the objects,which are 

, 72 

supraworldly.So their autboritativeness is self-established. 
Purusottama argues that if we believe in the paratah 
pramsnysji.e.its validity depending upon something else 
and not self-proved,then the right knowledge can be. 
acquired only by the operational capacity of that particular 

pr©mana,upon which it depends.The knowledge of that 
capacity again depends upon something else and so on. 

This would lead to the regressus ad infinitum.fe shall 

have therefore to stop somewhere .So we .may finally believe 

> 

in the prsmlastve of the internal organ,which is purified 
by the Yoga or in the instrumentality of the quality of 


71. Ato Laukiksyyavaharasadhakasyaiva feabdasya pratyakso- 
pajivakatvao na Yedasya. Pr.p.38. 

72. feabds eva premiaam.Tatrapy alaukikajnapakaa eva.Tat 

svatahsiddhapramahabhavam pramlnam.T.S.P.Y. 7.p.35. 




* 

sattva,pure end simple.The purification of the internal 

organ or the quality of sattva can be brought about by 

5 ^ 

the scriptural means alone.Great persons can,have faith 

i 

only in the Vedas.So the Vedas alone .which purify the 

sattva.which- are the words of God himself and.are of the 

73 

nature of His outbreaking,stand as unrivalled pramana. 

/ * 

The impersonal character of the Vedas,as made out 
and emphasised the MXm ansa, has raised one of the 
complicated problems regarding the character of words and 

their relation to the objects,which they convey.If we have 
to believe in the Vedas as the highest authority,we must 

understand that relation to the eternal,but the individual 

objects denoted by the words ore perishable .Hew to explain 

this? Jaimini says that the words exists for ever,in an 

unpereeived form;they are only made manifest when they are 

uttered. The relation of words and their meaning is 
74 

eternal. In that case words can not ienote individuals; 

they have their relation with the form or akrti;which is 

* ^ 

etarnel. Semkara generally accepts the opinions of the 
Mlkansakas and says that the words have their connection 

mm mmmmmmmmmmm mm amt mm «»~ mm m » ~*»mm im . mm, mm am am mm mm — ^ |( , , 

73. Gf.f.B.ib.V.7.p.35. 

74. Autpattikcs tu §abdasyarthena sarabandhah. 

r * 

Purva-caman sl-sutr as. I, i. 5, 
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75 

with the form and not with individuals. Though Samkara 
accepts the conception of jatijlster Advaitins like Sitsukha 

do not accept it,because i.t is difficult to explain the 

relation of jati and vyakti,class and individuals.Ramanuja 

* 

gets over the difficulty by thinking that all the words 

ultimately denote God.The inner^self of all the words is 

0orl;as the external form of the objects,which -ore expressed, 
may be diverse,we should not think that the words,whieh 

ultimately denote God,are synonymous, 

* 

According to the &uddhadvaita,the highest Lord has 
many pavers.God'creates not only the rupa-prapanca or'the 

, x 

creation in form but also the nama-propane a or the name- 
creation. Thus pure monism may be said to give a theological 


explanation of the Vedss.As purusottama puts it,the 
feabdebrahmsn is first revealed as the had a of God. It is 


immutable at first.When it is manifested through the mouth 
of God,after acquiring a subtle form of the nature of 


75. Akrtibhi& ca feabdchain sambandho na vyaktibhih. 

feikerabhasye.I.iii.28. 

76. Sarve feabdsh paramatrasna eva vaeakah.Sarvadar^anaSahgraha. 

p. 104. 

See also; Jha tu sarvavasthavasthayoh paramapurusabarira- 
tvena eidscitos tatprakaratayaiva padarthatvat 

tetprakarah paramapurusah sarvedi sarvafeabda- 

, vacyo iti T?i§eseh/Sribhasya.I.i.l. 
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the mental determinatiai of different letters,it appears 
in the gross form of morae, vowels and letters.lt then ■ 
assumes the form of feahdabrabjMtmakaveda.jis that lada is 

v 

all-pervading,it is present in us also,God then enlightens 

the vrtti of the auditory sense-faculty and it is heard; 

♦ 

it can not be heard otherwise as the door of hearing is 

elosed.lt is the same Hada,which is known as gphota on 

— 77 

the ground of its etymology as* sphutati vag snena.* 

It is then revealed in the form of para, pa.4yaati,madhysma 


and vaikhari,as accepted by tho grammar ians.Purusottama 

N 

says that just as sat,cit and ananda are aspects of God, 


letters,words and sentences are aspects of iabdabrahman 


78 


purusottama also discusses how a word is heard.find , 

• * 

he says,is instrumental in the production of sound in ur 

out of the body.Sometimes we hear the sound of friction. 

* 

The five primordial elements are its samavayins.Sound is 
particularly related to the Ika^a,while it may be said to 
be common to the other four.Whenever a sound is produced 

mil —i mi mu n ti T —r — m m *m m m mm ******* « wn — *• ■' » m m mmmtm wMyton 


7?.Pr.P.56. 

78. Brahmen ah s ace id an and a iva fcabdabrahmauo vsrnapada- 


vakyani namani.pr.p.56. 
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it generally spreads in various directions,because of 
its very nature of spreading out. So those who happen/^ to 
be near to the piace,where the sound is prodneed,can very 

easily here it.Thus spread out by the air,it is gradually 

absorbed in the ears of the hearers and ultimately beeoaes 
79 

inaudible, We can recognise the place of the origination 
of the sound.,because of the wind,that brings it to our 
ears.Thus the directions which are not independently 
grasped by our ears,can be comprehended as qualifying 
attributes of the sound,which is heard by us. 

Just as Brahman in the SucMhsdvaita lies contradictory 
attributes,the feahdabrahmsn also is possessed of 
contradictory qualities. Consequently,letters,words and 

j 

sentences also., as aspects of the same,hove the viruddha- 
dharma&rayatva.That is why the &abda,which is not only 
eternal but also pervading or vyipaka,is heard only in 
certain places and not everywhere and at all times. 

Purusottama says that the relation of a word with 

its meaning is eatornal.Ke occepts the existence of Skrti 

£ . PA 

or form and the eternal relation cf the words with it?. 

r /9.I>ahyabhave velmer iva svsbuavafcah kalaSina ca tasya 
no&ah. Pr.p.63. 

80. Tasmad. asty atirikta akr/tir nityefi toy a 4abd&sya 
sambandho / pi nitya iti siddham.pr.p.44. 




But he does not agree with the contention of £amkara and 

the limansakas that the words are connected with only the 

form and not with individual objects.On the other hand he 

/■ 

says that words have their relation with the individual 

objects and not just with the form. If we believe in the 
relation of the words with an eternal form there would arise 


the contingency of admitting iaksatia (indication), by which 
we know of an individual objact.Yallabha however is staunchly 

opposed to laksaria in the explanation and interpretation of 
the Yedic passages,In emphatically advocating the strictly 

v 

literal interpretaMcmf of the Yedic passages,Yailabha 
surpasses the Mift'snsakss aiso.lfhile stating that,by once 
resorting to iakssnsT,we shall resort to it everywhere, which 
is surely not a happy way of explsnati ona, Vailabhe and 
after him Purusetieima give a sound argument also.The vioids 
employed in the Vedas have not always their conventional 


meaning,but are at times used in their etymological sense. 


The word 1 siktaretah* is an lnstance.lt can not have 
relation, with any eternal form test can imply any individual, 
on the other hand it is m attribute and as the term can be 


used only after the seminal discharge,it is aniiys also. 


83.Tasman, nab;cimatre saiabandhah,kintu vyafctSV sva 
sambandhah. Pr.pp.48- 
82. ii.B.P.I.iii.28.p.426. 
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To remove this anasoly^e aboil have to accept a different 

■ Gl 

Yodic world with the cedestil objects,that are the avayavas 


of God. Thus all the wurda ,letters and sentences,which, are 

the viknti of theOmkara,primarily express God,What is 

briefly stated by the Omkara is stated in the.fedas in so 
3 ns 

/cany woruS. rXotv can we know that there is a different 
Yedio creation??or this , is given the example of the word, 
Jamadsgnys.One may call oneself Jam ad agnya or the son of 
JaModagnijbut he knows himself to be Jimadagnya only 
indirectly and there is no perceptible evidence for it, 
Similarly the Yodic world,which is different is known only 

QA 

indirectly. The conventional usage in the serin lures 1 


ft 


to be understood as it is understood in the world,from the 
spressions of the elders,Purusotta&a says that neoole make 


o 


golden images after knowing the fora from the eerthen or 
wooden images.That is why mundane illustrations like that 
of a pot and the clay are found in the Tedas.So only human 
beings and not the Yedas are dependent. 


► w 


mm im*mm <*U v 


S3. Tothscs hija^aktir eve sarvavrfcse prasaratlty (jfcsksrssya 
ya par amatiasvac akata saiva sarvasain vedatarau prasrta, 

A.h.P.I.i.K).p.l5Q. 

84, Tatlm ea porokssna svasya yethT jamadsgnyavagatis tatha 
parokfei&J?i tasy? praponeasyavagatill * B. P. I. i i i. 28»p. 4 2 7 
, A.B.P.I.i.4.pp.136-137. 
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Tiie connection of words with individual objects is the 
question not only with the Yedas but even with ordinary 

words,which have their worldly usage.That the objects are 
infinite does not pose any' problem for purusotta.ma,who says 

that all the objects in the world are non-different from God 


lv will thus be seen that the 4uddhadvaitin s. not only 
differ from £kijhkara,but even fro® Ramanuja, They accept the 
form but. are inclined to believe in the relation of words 
with individual objects.They agree with .Ramanuja in his 
view that words express G-od s but while for Ramanuja,all the 

words ultimately express G-od.,in the system of Yallabha all 
the words primarily express God end there is no scope left 
j. or indie at ion. The} cidiuit the sphota but. not as explained by 
grammarisne.The ophota is not revealed by the letters 
(Yarn shhivyangya) but is explained as »Sphutsti r vIg anena» 
by which the speech becomes manifest.,And finally they 

believe in an entirely different world of the Yedas.This 
world is siipramund&ae and Pence the authority of the Yedas 
can never be questioned,even if they express what may appear 
to .be absolutely wrong and absurd ideas like *Fire is odd * 

(Yahnir cffl.usn.ah).That the Fedas are slaukika is enough to 
seal the lips of any seeptic,who would find out a bundle of 
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e on traditions, in the ,¥edic literature,It is a. novel ond yet 

r 

very strong argument of Yoliabhsi and his followers, 

Purusottsma accepts the expressive capacity of all.the 
three*.letters,words and. sentences,!© says that a^ong the®- 

** \ ' j 

-selves they hear the re alt ion of principal and. subordinate. 
Thus in a word,the letters are subordinate to'the word,and 
in a sentence the words arc subordinate to the sentence. 
Purusottama explains the expressivesessf Ydcakatva) as the 
possession of the beginninglass capacity favourable to 

the connotation of a certain meaning,which is understood 

from it.is this connotation by capacity is accepted sb 

\ 

eternal, there is nothing to bar the external nature of 

gA 

expressiveness. Grammarians believe that ^akti is the 


0 . 


very nature of the word and is, the some as vac skatva. 

purusotioma however understands 4akti as the capacity to 

87 

reveal the meaning and nob as vaeakatva. Bankets is 
€3CL 

explain/by him as the divine regulation of feakti so as to 


A 1 *** tHM 


F i 


86. Yac akeivam csribhepr a ttti j an m sn ukuianidi6 a k t i n s 11 vai» 
bodhysm.Evam ca feaktyl bodhafcatvasyeutpattikatvanabhi- 

-prstetvsw ca toaye r.ityatvo kiis api fcidhskem.Pr,p.88. 

8?.Ysstustas tu 3adhutvaparapsryays’ anadivaeakatvarupa 

art!abodhavirbhivaka^aktir & tiriktsivs,Pr.p,88. 

At another place Paresottems explains feskti as; 
Padapadarthayor n i ty as amband h ar up a, T. Sa. Ab. Y. 153. p. IS), 
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reveal only a particular meaning of a particular word 

88 / 

uttered at a particular pi-sce t an.d liras, Sakti is three- 

-fold i.e.it has three vrttis: {1}primary or mukhyii", 

* * 

(3) Indication or gauai and (3) implication or tetparya. 

The first is the expressed sense.lt is threefold; 

conventional e.g.m&riaps, etymological o.^.pacaka and 
e t y ir- o 1 og i c o- c anren t i on a 1 e.g.pahjsajs.The second is that 
v/hich. indicates by o possible connection,It- is classified 

into two* (l)prayojana lakqana,when some sense is conveyed 
indirectly with o certain purpose,a.g.C-ahgsyc® dhosah. 

(g)naunT lakssnSjWfcen the idea of resemblance is meaAt 
in a sentence,e.g.Oaur vakikah. Implication is the 
utterance of a sentence for conveying a certain purport. 

Purusottama like sows rhetoricians,does not accept 


suggestion or vyenjana as a separate vrtti,but includes 

Ol 

it in the tltparya. 


' *mi m **+ *** ****+>> «*♦ ** ++t ** •+* m** m* +»* **+*** *—. "V ■ 


1 *»M mm- ^ 


88.Itad defeakalavibhedenasmabhir uccaryamano'yera 4abda 
imein ever them badhayata na tv sayam i t14 var nkr tan iy am a* 
-ropah hckti-sshkoca eva sahkstspadenocyate.Pr.p.88. 

89.Pr.p-93. 

SO.Tstparyaa ca tatpratltTcchaya uccaritatv9m.Pr.p.94. 

91. pr.pi-95.ff. 
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Purusottasa does not agree with, the lumen s a doctrine 
that hab&B is prsvsrtaks.In the feuddhadvaita, it is God who 
urges people fpr actic&.Purufcttaaia uses the method of 
reductio ad absurdum and argues that if we beltere that 

i 

the words are prarartaka, all would be engaged -in the 


activity, as enjoined in the Vedas hut this is not" the 
ease,So their pravrtii or otherwise,depends upon the desire 

QO 

of God and not the Vedas, 

! 

Vail abb. a explains the smrtis as: . . , • 

« __ _ .. .. x 93 

Bs inara purvacaritasmaranam smrtir ucyste. 

purusottama accepts it as his definition of the smrtis 
in his prasthinaratnikara. Experience*says purasottama, 

I 

is the root of memory,It may arise owing to the practices 
of ancient sages,or by worldly dealings,or from the 

hastric works on policy or from the Vedas. Gut of all 

> " * •» 

these,only the last can serve as the means of valid 
knowledge.But the validity of the smrtis as a pramana is 

A- 

not on a par with the Vedas.Purusottama says that just 
as a mirror reflects an object,the smrtis expound the 


92,Pr.p,101, 

93.5.S1.V.33. 
94,Pr. p.103. 




teaching of the Tedas,but just as in the case of reflection 

there is a fundamental distinction, between the object and 
its image, as seen in a mirror, similarly the pram any a of the 

smr-tis is dependent upon the knowledge of the Fed as. The 

smrtis thus have the purpose of enlarging end strengthening 

95 

the Ted as. and not of replacing them., 

• Turin as ere understood by Taliabha as being Vedadharma- 
tide^a, i.e.the extension of Tedic teaching, 96 !!, may be 
interesting to not© that the purines are considered in the 

§uddhadvaita as more important then the smriis. The 

■* * 

Purahas are of the nature of explanation and. expansicn of 

the ¥edas(Yedogabrrahanarupa).The £uranas describe^ the 

sport of the highest Lord arid sere thus equally authoritative 

like the Vedas,the only difference between, the two being 

that the pur Stas are dependent upon a particular kaipa to 

« ** *• ’ * 

U Which they belong, while the Vedas are independent of such 


95. T.&.Ab.T.4S.p.58.Cf.also p.39.where Purusottama saysj 
Sart ir upapr amanasy a svarupam j any am na ta vedavat nityam. 

96. T.Qa.?.v r .48.^ 

■> 

9?.* srutisrarti ubhe netre puranam hrdayam smrtam tt 
quoted by Ysllabha in T.Sn.P.T.49. 
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considerations. 

\ 

purusottama is not inclined to accept the other pramanas 
which are accepted by other systems of thought.Upamana need 

j 

not be taken as a separate pramaha,f or the knowledge of 

* 

resemblance is obtained by our sense-organs^ like the eye 

with the help of the memory of the similarity that has been 

99 

experienced before. The yogya-anupalah^dhi which is advanced 
by the haiyayikas,as an argument to prove the a chavs has not 
been admitted by Purusottama.We can not say that something is 


known by non-apprehension, just as we know it with our own 
100 

The Mimansafcas accept the artbapatti as a separate 
pramlna,as illustrated by the passage,MTvan devadattah 

grhe nssti’,which means that he is out.It is classified by 
Mrthasarathimi&ra into two, drutarthapatti and drstarthapa- 
-tti.Purusottama says that the irthapatti of both these 
types is just auxiliary to the £abda and prstyaksa 
respectively. Prin.S.I.Dasgupta says;^Purusottama also 


98 .pur aii am Vedavad eva bhagavamii^vasarupain tacit at kalpTya- 
-bhuvsnadruma traakasya bhagaveto lilim pratipadayac 
chivadirupasya in ah a tiny am parabrahmana eva vadati... .tena 
t a 11 a t ka lp a tm akak al adliln am eva tadbaiara na tu tannira- 
-peksam iti.T.Sn.Ab,Y,55.p.54. 

99. Pr.p.148. 

IQO.Caksusavagatah itivad anupalsbdhyavagata iti pratyays- 
~bha vat .Pr. p. i £ 1. 




admits arthapatti or implication as separate pramana,in 

— — toi 

the manner of Psr thasaratiiiiai&ra T ~ It is difficult for m 

to understand how he has arrived at such a conclusion,when 
actually purusottama says :’Ivam dvividhapfyam arthapattir 
yathayatham pratyaksalabdayor an ugx* ah i ka ,Pr aty alt sad ipr am i t a- 

t the jnahadardhyahetut va t.Katu pramanantaram .Tadgamakasya 
baliyaso' bhavad iti.* 10 ^ Dasgupta has based the whole 
section on the prarasnas in his chapter’The philosophy of 
Ysllsbhs’Oh.XXXI,upon the Pramariaprakaraaa of the Prastha- 

-ratnaksra.That is why I found it difficult to understand 
how the conclusion is arrived at by Dasgupta. 


Aitihys or tradition is explained an a particular 

103 

statement,the authorship of which is unknown. It is 

\ 

illustrated by ’there-is Yakse in this tree.’It is no 
nramana beeause it is not decisive.lt is included in the 

babda.Sambhava, which is like understanding the number 

hundred in the number thousand,is included in the habda. 

“* /■ 

Lokaprasiacihi is included in pratyakaa,cestfT in anuraana, 
lipi in &abdaand pratibha,which is illustrated by *ay 
brother is to come to-morrow’ is no nramnna. 


101.SJ.Dasgupta.History of Indian Pbilosophy.Yol.IY.p.345, 

102. pr.p.l52. 

103. Aviditakartrkah habdavi^eseii.pi’.p. 153. 
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It will thus be seen that only three pramahas, 
pratyaksa,anumana and babda are. accepted in the 'duddhadvaita. 

Out of these three,the first two arehseful in the ordinary 
worldly dealings,while in the spiritual matters only verbal 
testimony is to be taken as authoritative.^ ^Purusottama 

says that the validity of the pramihas depends upon the 

105 

quality of sattva present in them. This quality of sattva 
can be acquired even by foga,but as the logs itself depends 
upon the ¥edss,it is better to accept the Yedas as the 
highest pr aisaaa.Pereeption and inference depend upon persons 


like us,who are affected by avidya or ignorance and so they 

1 f)f* 

are definitely weaker than sabda.- v -'°?allabna defines tarka 

- _ 107 

as r Tarko narna svotpreksite yuktih.* PuruSottama gives 

a very interesting argument,when he says that as the world 
is full of diversity,if is very easy to find out suitable 


104.Purvoktany eva vyavahare pramaiiani.Paramarthe tu 

&abds evati siddham.Pr.p.153, 

105,Sarvahy eva pratnahani sattvam eva kathaifcana, 

IXp a j jL v an tx....« P r. p ^ 34. 

j06.Pr.p.l04. 

107.1.B.II.ii.Jl.p.SSS, 
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examples for both the argument at ors and so it is difficult 

108 

to give a particular reasoning for a particular point. 

Purusottarna does not seem to have, any definite vitw 
regarding the spontaneity and self-validity of knowledge, 

While the followers of Mi©ahsa,Xevaladvaita and fibistadvaita 

believe in the self-validity of knowledge,Purusottama says 
that there are cases where knowledge should be regarded as 
depending upon accessory influences of memory sad the like, 
hence it should not be regarded as self-valid always, ^9 

Por the scriptures of course,he believes in their self- 
-validity,as pointed/aSove. 

(IV). . 

Bra hman- attribu tes. 

. . 

Our world with all its wide varMiy, has always been a 

big question mark for the thinkers. We wish to know what is 
at the root of this world,what makes human beings laugh and 

f * 

weep on this big stage of the world and what drives the 
Sun and the loon and Stars from the last to the West. 
Speculations of philosophers have always been pointedly 
turned towards the investigation of the esse of the universe. 
Again it has not been mere curiosity of an arm-chair 


108,Lokasya vaicidfcry eaobhayor vadinor drstantasaulabhye 

ekatarayuktiniyamakasya hetor abhavac ea-A.B.P.II.i.ll. 

p. 

109 .Pr, p.155. 




thinker,but coupled with this urge of knowledge is an equally 

strong,nay even a stronger, urge to find out the way of happiness 
and bliss for the human beings,who are rotting here and there 

in the dust and dim of the humdrum mortal world.Systems have 
been propounded after systems,thinkers have followed thinkers. 

w 

philosophers and religious teachers have preached one after 
another; all with the sole aim of finding out the truth and 

weal behind the worldly woe. tv hat is the Supreme Spirit? The 
Up an .is ads say that it is Brahman; the systems of the Vedanta, 
each claiming to be the rightful successor of those ancient 
works ; have retained the same name,but each of them has its own 
conception of that Supreme;whether it has attributes,how it 
is related -go the world and to us and how we can attain to it. 


It has often been alleged that Indian “Philosophers,-who have 
accepted the habdapramana as the highest authority,have never 

cared to prove logically the existence of Brahman but have 
accepted it from the Up mis ads. While for isamkara it may not be 
true,but it is correct statement for Yallabha and his followers. 
Yallabha not only refuses to accept tarka,but even condemns 
those who follow it. The ilaiyayikas,especially Udayanacarya has 
given so many arguments to prove the existence of Brahman. 
Ramanuja in his tsribhasye has refuted such arguments as have 

been advanced before him. Purusottsma with his strictly logical 



455 


mmd,gives a studied refutation of all these arguments and tries 

to prove that Brahman.- is the Aupanisada Pur us a, which can be 
known only from the Uponisads and not by any other means, ^ 


Brahman thus can not be said to be an object of our 
worldly dealings.lt is beyond all our senses,beyand all our 
.thoughts,It is garvavyaharatita.3ut if it is beyond the reach • 
of our senses,how can we approach it?fhat again .about the 


incarnations of God, which, as stated in the Pur an as, are seen by 


the people?To this the feuddhadvaitin replies that even if it 


is beyond the vyahira,and is thus not an object of any pram an a, 
it becomes an object of-the Tedas,because of its own desire. * 
So far as the incarnations are concerned Purusottaroa says that 


ivatara means the descent of God. from the Yaikuntha to the 
,, 112 

world. These various incarnations of God are like the different 

parts played by an actor,who say be seen on the stage as a kind 

113 

or as a rsinister at his .own desire.' 


11Q. A.B.P.I.i. 2.pp. 70-81, 

111.Tatab ca pramanabalenavisayah svecchaya visayab cetyuktam. 

A.B.I.i.4.p.l34. 

312. Avataro nama vsikunthasfcjaaasd ihagoiaanaa.T. 8. Ab.V.73.p.121. 
113. Tatha nate raj Gy am a^vc'ya® tatha sadharano' matsyo'yam 
varaho' yam manusyo'yam iti tesSn buddhijanakety arthah. 

T.S.Ab.V.71.p,120. 
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How is it that Brahman is beyond our ordinary means of 
proof? The reason is that Brahman has no form,that can be 
an object of our visual perception.lt is like the empty 
space without plouds.Our eye^ which epn eomprehend only that 

which is endued with form,goes far and wide in. the sky but 

$ 

graspj/ nothing.lt is only the fathomless blue f that is seen 

by ue..Similar is the case with Brahman,which is too subtle 
for our senses and too far for our ordinary functions of 

II £ 

mind one! body. Thus Brahmen,which is not in any way an 
object of our bodily and mental efforts,cen be an object 
on account of its own sweet will,which can make itself seen 
or unseen,heard or unheard, knom or unknown in whatever ’ 
form it wishes and at whatever st'snis time it desires.When 

r 

it thus wishes, to be seen,it is the vary profundity of 
Brahman that helps the mundane sense-faculties in its 

1 IK 

appr ehen sion, 

Brahman,which is formless,is an abode of cmtradictory 

qualities,aoc ording to the Suudhadvaita.Brom the scrintures 
which are the only authority for knowing Brahmen,we find that 
it is variously described as full of attributes and yet 
devoid of tnem, lx an aruempt is to oe .mads to reconcile 

114'.Gf.T.S»Ab.?.75. 

HS.Hvam sati mam sarve lokadrstyaiva pafeyantv iti yadeecha 
tada br aha an o gambhlrataiva lokac'ratyan ugrahike bhavati. 

• ' tt.T.£Ub.V.75.p.l26. 
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those conflicting passages, we shall have to believe that 

Brahman is possessed of contradictory attributes. Vallabha end 
his followers believe that Brahman is capable of becoming 
everything(sarvabhavanasamartha) .Hence for one,who accepts 
the Brahman as stated in the ©sMptures, there is no conflict 
nor any shadow of conflict.lt is, as purasottama points out, 
the nature of the thing (vast :is vabhava ).and howcaii the ' 
essential nature of anything fee called in to quest-ten?^ 

We can not counter what is,and. the possession, of the 
contradictory attributes by Brahman is.Even if we find 

something quite wrong and self contradictory in the Irutis 
like,*the fxre xs cold^ ,we should .believe thot it xs correct 

because Brahman can be both fire and cold. Similarly Brahman 

can be both formless and fanned,, with out hands and feet it 

, ' \ 

can run and catch,without /ears it can hear,and without eyes 

137 . . ‘ 

it can see. “ The contradictory attributes of Brahman can b 
made jyit even on the logical grounds.The earth,as we see, 
is the resting place of the objects-,which are by their 

HS.i.B.?. Ill. ii. 21. p. S23. 

l!?.Tatha oa bhsgavatali sarvarupatven® vahnirupstvad anusna- 

• * 

tvarupatvae cmu.snatvsvahnitvayor aikadhikaranyac 

ohivatvadinam apy aikadhikaranyat vakiir anusnah nsram 

* - «•.**.*» 

brahma brahma-visnu^ivakaraia anakaram ity aviruddham. 

S.S.pp.124-125. 


A 

O 
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very nature against each other.Thus for instance a snake 

and a rat,both of them live qq earth..Again we may enter or 

\ 

exit or rest and all these are called actions.W'e may be 

awake or may be experiencing dreams,but the resort of both 

these is our buddhi.Similarly Brahman,which is. the Almighty 

basis of everything,the principal substratum of all that 

works or is worked upon in the universe,is decidedly the 

abode of contradictory attributes. 11S This possession of 

contradictory at tributes, says purusottama.i-s found in 

Brahman more;it is. less and less in its effects just as 

a lotus leaf gets thinner and thinner and is pointed at the 
1?9 

endi Thus even the effects have the vir uddhad h arma^ray at va 
what to talk of Brahman? 


The teachers of the feuddhadvaita have to say something 
even.for those,who do not accept the Tiruddhadharng&ayatva 


just, cd the ground cf the essential nature of Brahman 


338. Br ahma Vir ud uhadhsrma^r ay am. V ivtka i tasarvadharatvat. 
Saha j evir uddh ss arpa-aus ak ady ad har abh% i vat. P er aspara- 

-viruuuhaniskramanatvaprave^aiiatva^rayaksriaa/vat. 

J sgr dady adhar ab ud-ih ivac ca. T'.S.Ah.Y.Vl.p.m. * 

119.Ystha hi kamalara mule bhuyah sad agrabhage aniyas 
tiethafci tathS vinadhadharmadrayatvara api bhagavatis* 
Bhuyan sat karyesu hrasad ativiprajjrste karye*tyalpam 
bhavati . T, 8 . Ab.Y. ?l.p. 1.19 . 
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Brahman is different from the world end so the negative 
descriptions of Brahman are for showing how our mundane 
attributes e m. not be applied to it.Thus Brahman is said .to 
be described bb endowed not with the ordinary attributes' 


of our world, but with the supramendane attributes, stated in 
, 180 

the scriptures. This is proved by the scriptures them- 

-selves because the negative descriptions are followed by 

the positive ones.This is just like a statement,*he isnot a 

121 

sinner but is meritorious.* ’ This kind of reasoning is 
however for ally those,who do not agree to the viruddhadharpPa- 
ferayeiva on the basis of the vastusvabhava alone;otherwise 


the principal ffeenat of the feuddhadvaita is of Brahman 


1 op 

possessed of contradictory at-cributes. 

•The question of the attributes of Brahman has assumed 
very much importance in Indian philosophical Systems,The 


120. Taiha ca jagadyailaksany abodhanana iatprakarako dharraa 
nisidhyante na tu tatsadi*6ah 4 svarupcdhariia a»i. 

A.B.P.III.ii.22.p.924. 

121. is-chuladiferutii* na y avaddharmanisedhi&a.-line in 
nisidhye tadanyasa<hfc£*(bodhakat vat.Tad evam tod evsa. 
la pap ah pmj&rSn ay am ityadivakyavat.S.S. p.233. 

122. Aio ye vastusvabhavato vir uhlh adharmi&r ay a t vam na 
manvate tan praty evam laufcikaleuicikavibhaghrupaya 
yuktya niraayah. i.B.P.IH.ii.22.p.925. 
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Upanisads,which are the expressions of various thinkers 
about the Supreme Principlft of our life and of our world 

$ 

show two different trends of thought,both of which are 
mutually con a lie ting »A hire tlis religious urge of a man 
would require a God,who is full of all vurtues and. devoid 
of ail the Q'vilj'ciie x*easoning of s man- tends to admit of 
a Goes,r.ay not a God but a principle,which is beyond us 
ai.'d beyond all that belongs to us .How can Brahman be bound 

by the so-called virtues or vices of' our fleeting life and 
changing world?If we socept Brahman as basically different 

from the world of limitations in which we live and die,we 
should also be prepared to concede that it can not be 
possessed of the qualities, which are of the 

i 

limited world and which are thus limited themselves.Thus 

the bold declarations of Tfajnavalnya in the Brhadaranyako- 
1S8 

panisad led to the extreme position of the Buddhists 

5 

who would call iilieir principle nothing else but feuhys, 
which brought their theory* dangerously near to nihilism 
il not L. ill ill sm n t oe lx # ^aiyiKar a 5 o s a io.as t si? c jf o tr io t©st 

logic cam.!ox lii any cose rc^ius© to accept *chio,If* the 
xealxty is to exclude the Cjuinora.© and ii? rt is to be 

“e,- 

eternal,then the Heal ,rather that which is not nop-veal 


■ *■** **> *** *m tm- 0-cm 9m- ■ 


— *mmm 9m t-m *** -m-m mm mm mm mm mm - - mt 


123. Cf.Brhadaranyakopanisad:II.iii. 6 .III.ix,gA I? ji 4 

t¥.iv.2?,Iv.v,15. 
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* 


cannot be under stood as fettered by our- own chains.Brahman 
can not flow in the limited channels; the only thing which 

* i 

we can say about it is that it'is pure being,though as a 
category there may not be much difference between pure being 


and non-being. Sam tar a certainly be Heines in a personal god, 
but that Isvara is at a lower level..Ail the virtues and 
powers of that Go & are evaporated in the white heat of 

the pure beirjg ,when we rise from the lower- to the higher 
realm of 'gruth.The teachers who followed isamkara,could 
easilje see. that however logical this position .might be, 
here religion is divorced from philosophy.However ardent 
a devotee may be,however sincere he may be,he would not 


like to v<?orship a Pod,who does not exist in the highest 
sense,Mere flight of high soaring intellect would not be 
sufficient for religion,which requires some slice of 


imagination and emotion.Thus Ramanuja and the Vaisnava 
teachers who followed him violently attacked fesmkara as 
a buddhist in disguise.Ramanuja says that Brahman is 

possessed of all the at tributes, which are good and is 
devoid ,of all the qualities,which are bad.Vallabha cannot 

accept this for obvious reasons.If we believe that Pod is 
different from the world,he must not have the attributes 


/ 
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of the world.Yallabha can neither accept the position of 

* 1 ^ 

l3arnkara,whom he. thinks to be the real villain of the 

V'edahta,because Yallabha believes in the path of devotion 
as the only and the easiest way of salvation. Hence we have 

♦ t 

the highest Lord of the ouddhad vaita,as possessed of- 

SLipramundane at tributes, leaving out the limited worldly 
qualities.Brahman can thus become even a bundle of 


.contradictory attributes,because all the attributes are 
superworldly as the term' contradictory,which is the word of 
our war Id, loses all its fore ©.Really what Yallabha intends 


to say is that Brahman is endowed with all the attributes, 
though they may appear to be contradictory to us because 
of iinessential nature of being beyond our imagination 

jQ. 

and intellect.-The forgoing analysis will show that the 

A 

positions taken by.Bamkara end Yallabha are not far removed 
from each other,though'attempts have been made to show 


that- they are poles apart.The only difference between the 


two 3 s that while i'smkara refuses td adore his God with 
worldly clothes,Yallabha goes one step forward and 
.adores Him with the clothes, which are not worldly .That 


Yallabha calls Brahman nirguna is an unmistakable proof 
for it,because Birgunatva means prakrtaguna-rahitya. 

- t 



463 


It should be noted that according to purusottama one who 
is possessed of the knowledge.of the qualitiless Brahman, 

-v 

is one has been, away from the worldly qualities owing to 

„ „ , 124 ' • 

the'grace of God. 


What again is the relation between Brahman and its 
attributes? The problem does not arise for feamfcara,who does 

T * 

not believe in the qualified Brahman.On the other hand 

i 

he thinks that absolute oneness or Advaita can not tolerste 
the difference even within itself,as would be the case if 

we accept Brahman as possessed of qualities.Brahman 
according to Ramanuja,is Yi^ista or qualified by the, " 

‘ ♦ " i * 

'sentient and the non-sentient,both of whiGh form the body 
of. Brahman which is the soul .Here ofcourse Ramanuja is 


not so very clear or exac$. He says that Brahman is one 
even though it is qualified,just as the body and the soul 

i 

together make one man.But this would make his Brahman a 
composite whole because if we are to believe in the 
transformation of the cit and the aeit in to the gross 
form from its subtle state,Brahman remaining the same. 


124. Yas tu bhagavadanugrahena prlkrtagunsrahijtf bhut 

sa nirgunabrahmavidy avail ity ueyat.e. A.B.P.IY.iii.14. 

p.1368. 
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it would naturally imply that the cit and'the acit are 
k 

the eztaneous qualities attached to Brahman and do not 
belong to its essential nature as Ramanuja wants it.to be. 

4 

Purusottama rightly points out that if we are to believe 

in oneness,that One cannot include within itself the 
qualities ( which do not form part and' parcel of it's essential 

nature.The greatestliif faculty with Ramanuja is that, 

he leaves the relation of Brahman and cit-acit partially 
unexplained,skips over the problem by giving the body-soul 

analogy which is not quite satisfactory and clings to the 

term Advaita,even though at times the Dwelt a is not 
126 

removed. Yallabha’s position,as explained by Purusottama, 

1 - i 

is an attempt to solve this difficulty,while retaining 
Brahman as possessed of attributes, Yallabha can not agree 

to my distinction within Brahmen; it cannot be a composite 

whole and so we must accept ekarupata in the essential 

nature of Brahman as the scriptures always pointedly teach 

127 

of Brahman as* one without a second’. Purusottama says 

mm mm *m mm m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm +** ***** mm mm mm mm mm «*» **m mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mum * mm mm mm mm mm 

525.Jtmapadasya kevale tmavacitvena vi£ es an an tarasahgr aha- 
-ksaroatvat. A.B.P.I.i.3.p.98. 

126. Of.’A d. eternal relation between them whether essential 
. or accidental will be an inexplicable mystery, 1 

Kadhakrishnan.Indian Philosophy Fol.II.p, 713-714. 

127. Cf. A.B.P.III.ii.ll.p. 802. 




465 


that a substance and its quality have the inseparable T&luticn 
between them and at is because of this inseparable relati^ 
between the two that there is non-difference, *^igain. 

the attributes of Brain an are not accidental but essential 

end Brahman is thus both the Imoiver and the knowledge, the 

* 

existent and the existence,the blissful and the bliss. The 
realtion between the two is thus of Tsdftsys,which is explained 
as * Bhed aeehisn ur abhedah . 1 Just as sunlight is sn attribute 

* 1 t 

of the Sun and is also the essential nature of the Sun, So 

129 

is the case with Brahman and its attributes, “ ' xt- will thus be 
seen that VaLiabha steers clear betv/een the two positions of 


feafekars and Eaoanujo.He accepts the attributes of Brahman 

end as attributes, they must be different from the substmee. 

* 

But then they are inseparable aid essential,not accidental 
or extraneous, They thus belong to the very nature of 
Brahman. lienee the difficulties ,which are found in the 
theory of Ramanuja -ore avoided. 

The Question also arises whether Brahman should be 


. m-9 «**•<»* *iV m+ 




ISS.Dharraadhsrmino^ cavinabha vena sthitatvau abhedab. 

* s. • 

A,B.P,I.iv.2.p.481.See also 'Sana sawpadfi.e.&bheda as 

bhedavirudahaoampat)bhav8rup8tve sati sva4rsyavin5bh»> 

-tatvam tadvihayavartasianetvam iti ysvat.A,B.P,IIi.ii # 88. 

p.935. 

3 £3. Yatha s iiryapraka&&yos tSdatmyarupasya bhedavirudrlha- 
-sampado 1 bhedasya kalpana evaxo brahraateddharnayor api. 

' iuB.P.III.ii.B8.pp.935-9 36. 



endowed with a body.purusottsma after Tallabha rejects the 
idea outright because the alitoreat or,brahman cannot be said 
to haye any limitation of its own that would require a body. 


So in the original form thet^au be no £arTra. 


1 


fV) 


Brahman-the essential form. 


For the sake of a clear understanding of the 'Sudihadvaita, 


Brahman is to be understood as having three forms,the 


essential form,the causal form and the effect-from. 


131 


The 


essential form of God is threefold viz. fcriyetmaka, jh an at® aka, 

end ubhsyatmaka. The first is described in the former part of 

the Vedie literature.(i.e.ptBrrakiinda)and the second,in the 

letter part i.e .the uiiarakanda or the O'panisads.ln the 

* ^ 

f'Tta and the Bhagavats Brahman 'is qualified by both actiaa 

» ? < ( 

and knowledge, and is showed to be the object of devotion. 
Here the .Aksara is to be included in the Uttarakghda and 

m « « j 

Karma in the Purvatcanda. Ti®e(KSla)which is of the essential 


130. Tatrahyanapeksataya servekartur brahmen ah ka vmiupapa- 
-ttih syad ycna svasyapi 6arira«a kalpayet. .Ato mularupe 

nasty eva 'sariram. A.B.P.I.i.l9.p. 227, 

131. Cf.T.S&.V.85.elso Pr.p.364. 




nature of'the interior sat,eit and ananda(existence, 


consciousness and bliss)and the svsbhsYa or nature,which is 
not described in the scriptures as an object of production, 
are to be included in the essential form of Brahman. 


IJheru God desires to be many, the aspect of bliss is 
slightly sup?*'essed ( because of the rise of the quality of 
sattva in the interior, ^ Jle thus becomes genitananda.This is 
called Aksara, the form,which God assumes,when he becomes 

both prakrti and purusa.Xn the Aksara are said to remain 

* \ 

Billions of eggs of all sorts.That is what the BhagaYata 

133 

Parana calls Afcsara as the cause of all the causes. Ibis 
• * 

Aksara is said to be resting at the feet of the Lord and 
* 

ji -i 

is thus called the tali of the' Blissful,' °‘It is again 
the resting place of-God,his adhara,his place of resort. 

Thus it stands for the ryepivaikmithe.The difference between 
.Aksara and Purusottama is that the Highest Lord only desires 
for sport and is not'entangled in it;the Aksara on the 

t 

other hand is entangled in it and with the slight suppression 
of the aspect of bliss by means of the quality of sattYs, 


132. T.Sn.Y.99. 

133. fad ahur akseram brahma s arvake r an aksr an am. Bh eg a va t a- 

> ,-purana.III.xi.41. 

134. Brahaia pace ham pra tis the. TeittirTya- upanisad. 11. i. 




468 


• *1 

it can be called the chief jiva". Purusottama,the Highest 


Lord is again said in the Gratis and the smrtis to be higher 

136 

than both ksara and Aksara. Ohe Highest Lord is thus the 


15 * 

controller of Aksara. Thais Aksara also snandamaya.is pointed 

* f\ 

by our author the incarnations of the purusa are blissful 

% 

and so we must accept the Aksara also as Anendart?aya,because 
it is the avatifrin of the Purusa,which is its avatara.The ■ 


difference between the Highest Lord and Aksara is that of 
conditions or states and not of entities.^- 37 Iven if we 
believe that the Aksara is IdKara and Brahman is Adheya, 
there is no harm in believing both as ope on the ground of 


135. Tathe,ca purusottamas th Hlaya iccham karoti na tu 

tays vyapriyate, .ity atirohitshendah.Aksara® tu tsya 
vyaprtam san mulabhutena sattve&a tirohitahaadam 

m, 

mukhyajivapadavacyatak dhatte.T.Sn.Ab.V.98 p.79. 

136. Cf.Kssram pradhaham amrteksaram harah.&veta&vatara.tJ.I.lO 

...Aksarst parato parah.Suiidaka.Hpanisad.II.i.E. 

Dvav iraau purusau loke ksarak caksara eva ca. 

(ittsmah purusas tv anyah paraaatmety udahrtah. 

Bhagavad 0Tta.X\F.16-17. etc. 

137. Gitayam dvadaie’evam satatayukta ye bhakfas tram 
paryupasate,ye capy aksaram avyaktam tesara ke yoga- 
Yittaraah’ Iti prafenena taduttarena csksar-apurusottama- 
yor aikycm avisthabhede-na bhiinatvam ca bodhitam. 


A.B.P.I.ii.33.p.341. 




the Yirudcihe.dhar:aa£r syatva of God 


138 


Aksara is obtained by the followers of the path of 
knowledge ,while the Highest Lord can be realised only by 

the grace of God,combined with sincere devotion end ardent 

0 

love.This Aksara can however be understood as pacing weyg 

y i 

to the pareprajti,because it produces the highest knPledge 

by destroying nescience.The distruction of nescience' leads 

$ 

to the manifestation of the aspect of bliss,¥/hi'eh may 
finally lead a devotee to the essential nature of the 


J.x, 


Highest Lord.It is thus antecedent to the poraprapti 

< 

Thus the scriptural passages teaching knowledge are 
connected with the Aksara,Thus the Aksara is the .form 
assumed by,God.for the emancipation of the souls following 

14Q 

the path of knowledge."” 

Aksara is a novel conception introduced by Tallabha 

> 

• in the systems of Yedshtic thought.Dr.PJJ.Modi in his 

? 

1 Aksara-a forgotten chapter in the History of Indian 
Philosojjhy’ has shown how the conception of Aksara, 
besides that'of the Supreme Principle has often been met 

*—**<-* -V —. — w* wm mm mm •** M. «• *•*»■*•«- •* w —~ — «•*«■»•«. mm mm ^ mm *m w ^ , 

138. T.Sn.Ab.V.99.p.8l. 

139. A.B.P.HI. iii.33.pp. 1084-1085. 


i40.T.SnS.y-.99.p.79. 
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with in the Upanisads end the Gita.The concept of Aksara 
however lost its existence in the work's of gaudapada and 

akara and was not revived by the later Aearyas until 
Ysllabha,the last hearya in Indian Philosophy.He gave a 
peculiar position to it in the frame work of his theory of 

!>ure Monism.The present writer'does not think it proper 


to discuss the concent of Aksara, as explained in the 
Upanisads and Gita,-because it is not within the scope of 
this study. It is however difficult to assert dogmatically 

as to what exactly has been the meaning of the word, 
because the Upanisads contain speculations of various 
philosophers belonging to various places and ages while 


the GTta appears to give mace or leos a synthetic exposition 

of the different theories,that were current in those days. 

It may-be possible to understand the Aksara as the 

* 

immutable principle thus showing tbe trend of abstraction 
and negation in the description of the Absolute.But so 

far as Valiabha is concerned,his idea of the Aksara is 
neither of abstraction nor of negation.lt is the mukhya- 

•v 

jfva.or the first product,if the word can be used,and 
contains within itself crores of eggs for future creation. 
Valiabha however uses the term found in the Upanisads and 
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the Oita for a particular purpose,ihe Upanisods,especially 
the older ones,generally teach the path of knowledge.,while 


the laterj^ftf and minor Upanisads and the Pur-anas teach of 
devotion.Yallabha who laid the greatest stress on devotion 

-v 

thought that the Highest Lord could be obtained not by 
knowledge alone,but by sincere devotion and ardent love 
of a devotee, favoured by the grace of Cod .What then about 
those -who follow tiie path of knowledge or action,as taught 


in the fesstras? The term Aksara,found in the Gate sad the 
s 

Upanisaa^ was understood-and explained by Ysliabha as the 


fruit-,obtained by those who follow the path of knowledge. 
Aksara is again inferior to the Highest Lord,and thus 
the superiority of the path of devotion is established. 

It is possible that VaLabha might have been influenced 
by Hamkara-jWho also maintained a division of the personal 
God and the impersonal Brahman;though it should be 
admitted that there is no rarity between the two cases - 


except that there is a division,and that one of the 
two is higher than the other.,The distinction between the 


personal God and the impersonal Brahman has no place in 
the theory of Ysliabha.Thus whatever may have been the 


connotation of theterm Aksara in the older works,it has 
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a peculiar significance of -its own in the philosophy of 
¥allabha. 

Time (kala) 9 action( karma) and nsture( svebhava) are said 
to be the different forms of Aksara.Kala is manifested 
with the slight revelation of the aspect of existence 
(sat),having all the aspects of existence,seatiency and 
bliss inside . 14 ' 1 It is thus an essential form of the 
capacity of act ion, because action is the capacity of the 
aspect of eat.Hence the other two aspects of seatiency 
and bliss ore suppressed. can also be described as 


always moving,the cause of all,or the support of all 


143 


As ib is the cause of all, it is a cause of worldly dealing 

like*soon* or 1 late’ and being the support,it causes the 

dealings of past and future. -^Ifefirst work is to 
disturb the equilibrium of the gunos. 14 q[n the 

141. Antahs8ceidahando vyavahare f&atsattvam^ena prakatah 
kalah.Pr.p.166. 

142. Kslah purusottaiaasya kriya^aktirupah.Gestarupatvat. .. 

jfo*iya ca sadam^a^sktir/j^iti yuktsd cidanandatiro- 
bhavah. T.Sn.Ab.V. 105-306.p.84'. 

143. Mityagat.-ve sati sakaladrayah sakalodbhavo va kalah, 

Pr.p.366. 

144. Tens sakaloSbhavatvads oire.ks ipradivyahar shetutvam 

sakalahraystvad atltanagatadiyyavaharahetutvam ca 
d sr&i tarn. T. &n .Ab.7.10 5- i 06. p. 84. 

145.Stasya prsthamam karyara gunaksobhah.Pr.p.168. 




Tattvadipanibsndha,the divine-form of time is stated to be 


Aksara.the material form is the Sun and the spiritual form 

a J 

P4g_ 

is the division into aeons,years and months. In the 

pras than aha tnakara however purusottama says that the material 

form is the Sun and other luminaries,the spiritual form is 

14? 

the atoms and tne Highest Lord, is the divine form. The 
time taken by the solar wheel in covering the atomic space 
is the time-atom which is too subtle. 

Karma-;like tala, is not a distinct category but only a 

different form of the Akssra.lt is the universal action 

which' is capable of being manifested by diverse individual 

actions,depending upon that which is enjoyaed or that which 

is proscribed.--^Like kilobit is also connected with the 

IS) 

aspect of sat,while cit and ah and a are suppressed,. The 
difference however between kola and karma is quite clear. 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ m*. vmt mm *•****•»"** ***•+> * m ' mm m *‘* m *' lim ‘"** ~ mm+mtmmm mm ^ m* amumm <w» >m» *’***«•••* ■**' *** "“ • 

146, T.Sn.Y.lQ9.p,85. 

14?, Hr.p. 166, 

148. Tatra yavata kalene suryarathscakram paramanumatram 
dedaro vyapnoti sa Kalah paramanuli.Pr.p. 166. 

149. Yidhinisedhaprakirena laukikakriyabhih pradefeato'bhi- 
vyanjanayogya kriya. Pr.p.IGS.See also; 

Yihitaniaiddhaprakarakakriyabhigyangya kriya karateti 
tallsksanam siddhyati. T.Bn.Ad.Y.US.p.8?, 

IK),. T.Sn.Y.lis.p.86-8?. 
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Kala is mfdfested of itself,while karma is manifested in 


151 


the form of injunctions and prohibitions by human beings.. 

.Again it is not eternally manifested like the kala,but 

subsists only upto the rise of fruit. narma is universal 
and is thus not different with different individuals.As it 

can be manifested in various ways,it can give happiness 

- ' ‘ 153 

and miseries to different individuals simultaneously. 

It is not necessary to accept the Adrsta,apurva and such 
terms as denoting separate categories,'Hie denote only the 
aspects of karma. 

SvobJbava or nature is explained as that which produces 

' -J CK 

transformation. It is inferred from the transformation, 
which is its effect. purusottama says that when we see 
a certain cause producing a particular effect only,we shall 

have to accept the desire of God as the ketu for it.It may 
be possible to say that the desire of God is the svabhave 


151.Kalah svata eva prakatah,ayam ta purusair vidhinisedha- 

pramgrena praketlkriyate. T.Sn.P.V.llO.p.85. 

153. Ph alabhogan ant ar m karmsna^asmaranab tatha.-*Sn. Ab.Y.110, 

p. 85. 

Also see; Sissye eabhivyaktyanantarsm phalasamipanava- 
-dhi prakatyam phalabhoga janakakriysyah kramena 

fcirobhavah.Pr.p.169. 

153. I.^n.Ab.Y.111.p.36. 

154. % Sn.Ab.V.Ill.p.86 ;Pr .p.169. 

155. pari»amahetutrain tallaksanam.Pr.p. 169. t 

156. perinamena anumeyah.Pr.p.169. 

% f 
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but it is better to accept it as a separate category,which 

/is jnsaifested in the form of the desire of ftod.^^Thus' 

■ it is not manifested in the form of sgt,cit and ansnda. 
purusottama also points out that'so far as the worldly 
dealings are eoncerned,kaia has nothing to do with anything 

either sentient or otherwise.Karma is useful only as connected 

with the sentient,where as svabhava is connected with both 

168 

the sentient and the non-sentient. ‘ pi has thus everything 

as its basis. (Sarvavastuev a^ritah.)All these four,Aksara, 

kala,karma,and svabhava are one with Brahman end are therefore 

169 

neither effects nor causes. That is why they are included 
in the essential form of (k>&. 


157. Dugdhaffirtsutradxkam dadhighatapstadirupenaiva parinamati 

netsrena rupena.Tatra tadrfer bfaagavadicehaiva hetuh. ... 
fatha ca saiva parinamahetubhuta iecha svabhava iti 
vakturn feakyam yady api 9 tathapi £ ’iCalam karma svabha^am 
ce maye£o maysya svaya,Atman yadreehaya praptam vibubhu- 
-sur upadade* iti vakye upadanagoearataya kalavad bhimsa 
taya ca nirdefeat neeclia svabhavah kintu icchakarena 

m 

prakato bhavati buddhir iva vi jn ansrupena. T. Sn. Ab. V. 113. 

p.87. 

158. xlglah. ..niradhere eve vyavaharopayogT ....karma... 

cetanadharam eve vyevaharopayogi,tatha/svabhaVah... 
eetanacetanavastvadharam(Hupam).T.Sn.Ab.?. 113.p.87. 

169. T.&.7. 114.P.68. 
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It will not be out of place here to note the conception 
of intarpamin, as taught by the exponents of pure Monism. 

Pod is said to enter the heart of an individual, in the. farm 
of a swan,together with the individual soul.This form is 

called the m taryamin or the inner controller.Just'as there 

are many individual souls, there are also many Antaryamins.^O 

One may point out the anamoly in believing in so many 

Antaryimins.Yallabha says that the difference is not even 

in the individual souls end so there is no question regarding 

X6 'i 

the Antsryamias. Tallabha states the distinction among the 

An tar yam in. Aksara and jfcsna is just ac between the charioteer 

the warrior and one who is in the warrior.Purasottama expk ins 
that the Antaryamin rules over the individual souls.like a 

charioteer,who controls the horses.-Aksara again controls the 

> * 

m taryamin, just as a xvarrior directs a charioteer;and Kraaa 

» • * * 

rules over Aksara even as the Ahtaryimin of a warrior rules 

over him. AUfi> Thus though the Antaryamin belongs to the 
essential form of Brahman,because of its entrance in the 
effects with the individual souls.it is to be included in 


160. Ye the jfvanam non at vain t a thin t or yamin am api.Ekasmin 
hrdeye hansarupenebhayaprevefeat. ThS.P.Y.SB.p. 70. ■ 

161. Bhedas tu jive' pi nastiti na kapy anupapattih. 

T.S.P.Y.28.p.70. 

162. T.Sn.Ab.Y. 121.0.95. 
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the causal form and not the essential form. 


163 


The concept of Antaryaroin is not new to the fedants, 

JRamahuja for- instance accepts it as one of the modes of 

Ged.Aeeor-aing to himahtijn,Invars appears in five different 
modes, one of which is the f Antaryamin,in which mode he 

dwells in thebe art and is to be seen by Yog ins and accompanies 

1 

the individual sc-ul ever, when they go to heaven or hell, 

-Ihe An tar yam in is,for ell practical purposes,a connects 

link between the individual soul cm the one hand and C-od 
on the other.If we believe in the devotion as the only means 

of liberation,it is necessary also to admit God,who can be 
worshipped and hence who is. different from us.In that case 
the Antaryamin goudd,so to say,serve as something hike a 
bridge between the two. 



(TI). 

Brahman-the caus al form. 

Ihe causal form of God is manifested in 
They are as follows; - 


( 1- 3) Sattva,Rajas,auo. lamas, 

(4) Ptn?usa s jf$/ 

(5) ?rakrti, 


categories. 


16 3. Ant ary am in am svarupabhutatve 7 pi jivena saha karye 
prave'sat... karanaiotav eva nivdfeah.pr.pp. 164-165, 

164 . 0 f.Bhandarksr.Yaisnavisin,^aivism etc. p.?5. 
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(6) !*ahat, 

(7) Shankar a, 

(8-12) Tansatras, 

(13-17) Bhutas, 

(18-22) Karmendriyas, 

(23- 27) JManendriy&s, and 
(28) Manas. 


Purus obtains says that all these 28 categories are not 
separate entities as such, but have God e.s their essence.We shall 
presently see how and where the advocates of Pore Monism 
differ from the. Sohkhya theorists,but the basic distinction 
between.the two is that while the followers of Sahkhya believe 
all these as separate entities,this is not the case with the 


Idhadvaitins,for whom the term' tat tvs is to be understood 

* 1AR 

as tat-tba or hhagavat-tva. Ihat is meant by these 
categories is that the causality of God is maMfestg( -in 


ways. lb6 The oudo’hadvaitinj' explain all these tattvas on the 
strength "of the Gits' and the Bhsgavate-IXI,as expressly 


165. Bhagevato bhavo bhagavattvsm. Bliagavatah sarvan prati 

ya semanyakaranata sa... yatas tesSn. iathatva® tasmat 
, * * 

teni tattvani na tu sankbysniaravai prthakpadarthatvena 
tattvani. T.Su.Ab.Y.8?,p.71. 

166. Bhagavato ya karanata sa lake' stavimbatidha prakateti 
yovat.Pr.p.169. 
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stated by Purus oitarna, 


16 ? 


S&ttva is of the nature of pleasure and illumination, 

> 

is non-obstructive to pleasure and causes attachment to 

163 

pleasure end' knowledge in human beings. " Rajas is of the 

nature of passions,produces desires and as £ oe i a t i an a,and 

'168 

causes attachment to actions, * Tam as stupefies all the 
embodied beings and is created by the concealing power,it 


produces tendency to carelessness } lasiness and sleep 


170 


Purasottama says that we can not accept the theory 
of tho Sahkhya that these qualities are moving by themselves, 
because we shall then be confronted with the contingency of 

rejecting £od. Again the Sinkhptheory is that these 

\ 

qualities produce each other and coalese with each other, 

/ 

ThffiS^, says purusottama,would be tantamount to an incohorent 
Admixture of their respective natures.® or again should the 


167. It ah par am git am trtiyaskandha® cakritya tessm laksana- 

* " * * * * 

-ny ucyante. Fr.pp. 169-170. 

168. Sukhanavsraicatve prskadakatve sukhlimatve ca sati 
sukhesaktya jnaaasaktya ca dehino dehaciylsaktijanakam 
3a t"c /am. pr. p. 1 ^0. 

169. Ragatmakan ’vs trsnasongadijanasma v& kar&asaktya dehino 

niteram dehadyasaktijanakam va rajah.Pr.p.170. 

1?0. Avaranahaktijanyam sarvadehiaohakam •pramadalasyanidira- 
bhir dehino dehadyasaktijanakam tamah.pr.p.170. 


/ 
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Pajas be admitted aa is done by the followers of Kapila,to 

be of the nature of miseries,for that ?jOuld run counter to 

its explanation as being of the nature of passion.Barring 

these points of difference,Porusottsma is prepared to accept 

• 191 

other points,made out by the Sankhya. 

v. 

God,says purusottama,is without gun as but he produces 
these three gunas.This can be understood on the analogy of 
cotton and a thread.There is no thread in the cotton,but 
the cotton assumes the state of a thread.Similarly the 

Highest Lord, who is himself nirguna,creates them at his 


will. 


172 


Purusa,says Purusottama,is the Atman.The term Atman is 
explained as derived from the root* at’ to pervade,to 

envelope. So Atman is that which envelopes everything,the 

173 

body,the senses end everything for the sake of others. ‘ 


171 ,Cf .Pr»p. 170.For the Sankhya view see: 

PrTtyapritiyisadatmakah praka^apravrttiniyamarthah, 

Any ony sbh ibh a va^r ay a j an an am i til nu aw 11 ay a£ ca gunah. 
Sattvam laghu prskafeaicaro istara upastambhakam cal am ca 

rajah, 

Guru varanakem era tamer pradipavac "carthato vrttih. 

I dvnrekrsna’ s Sankhyskarikas, 12-13. 

172. Pr.p. 172. 

173. Dehendriya&ikaja sarvam pararthaui atati vyapnoty 
adhitjfestheti afcaa, Pr.p.173, 
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Purusottama explains puruss in three ways.(a)Ee is beginning- 

-less and devoid of qualities;is the controller of prakrti 

% 1 ♦ 

and js known as an object of the notion , I t .(b}Ke is self- 


* 

-luminous.(c)Even though he is not affected by the qualitt^ 



and faults of the world,he is associated with it. 17 - The 
self—luminosity of the ]burusa or the Atman can be proved by 
our experience of happiness or absence of miseries,when we 
are enjoying deep dreamless sleep.He is thus kevala and the 

qualificetions such as kartrtva are due to its non-discrimi- 
-nation from the Prakrti and the like,on account of the 
desire of the lord,favourably to creation.This can be 
explained on the analogy of the,redness of thoSun which is 

seen in a red mirror.That is why it is capable of liberation 

(hluktiyogyatva), Decause if the bondage is understood as 
natural,the scriptures teaching of salvation would be useless 

According to the oud.ihadvaita,Purusa is one and not 
many,and there is no difference between Purus© asd I&vara 


»«' mw>- m- m M 


* m 0±4 mm ^ _ 


174.Tesu an ad i tvs ssti nirgunatve sati pr alert in iyamskatve 
saty ahamvittivedyatvam ity ekam laukikam.Svaysa- 

' •“' ek ^ atTan f y ■^^■‘■•VUweataCTfs. 

-d os a sem b andha/bha vs/ pi samyog sansargavattvam iti 

trtTyam muktytipayogi .pr.p. 173. 



Q£i the ground of the sentiency in the essential nature of 

" t e 1 «► 

3 75 

both. ' The individual soul or jiva is different from 
the Purusa.Eaving sentiency as its essence ,the jiva may be 

t 

regarded as of the same type as the Purusa or as a part of 
176 

Purusa, go the Hula Purusa can be established on the 

strength of the jlvatman,which is the saksin or the witness 

* * 

in the deep sleep. 

Prakrti is called pradhsna or the main form,which God 
has produced as the material of the world. it can be 

described in six ways,so as to‘show the six qualities which 

o 

Pod has beatwed upon it.It is triguna or having the three 

r t 

qualities in a state of eouidisposition,Just as Brahman has 

sat,cit and Shaiida as its attributes and also hs its 
essence,similarly the three qualities of sattva,rajas and 

famas are not only the attributes but the very essence of 

r 

the Pradhsns.This,says P ur us o 11arcs,is the difference of 
Pure Monism from the theories of Espila.The Pradhaha^is 
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175.0idrupatvena purusedvarayor avaiiaksanyat ....purusas 
tv eka ev.f .Pur use 6varay or na vail ales an yam anvapi tada- 

-nyakalp&iapartha. Pr.p.l?6. 

176. Jivas tu purusatattvad bhiima eva... .Cidrupatvena 
tatsajPtryah purusasyaivam^o va. Pr.180. 

177, Bhagavata* j eg ad upad an at ven a nirsitam mukhyam bhagavad- 
r Spain. pr.p.185. 
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agein avyakts and becomes abhivyakts or manifest by means 

-* * 

of time and the like.It is eternal(nitya)and has the nature 

of existence and non-existence, (sadasadatmaka) It is described 
as ♦avi^esa* because the worldly beings are not able to 

discriminate it and is-also called ’videsavat* .as it shows 
all the spec if io ations.Purusoitarns says that in other systems 

the relation between Prakrti and Purusa is that of the master 


end hie servant,but in the ISuddhadvoita it is of contact 


178 


also because the productive contact of the two is admitted. 

There is no harm in regarding both prakrti and Purusa as 

* « 

possessed of form,because even the Highest lord may be said 
to have a form on the strength of the theory of Yiruddha- 
-dliarma^i' ayatva. 

Fahat is produced xteom the qualities ? whioh, are disturbed. 
It is not different from the sutra,but one with it.Sutrs is 
connected with the power of action and mahat with that of 

f < 

knowledge. So one and the sa&e entity is called both mahat 
and Jutra. in as much as it can be viewed from the noint of 


• *r- «Mu m» Mm «*• m i tm tm «t* i 




178 ,?rakrtipurnssyos co svesvamibhave eva sambandho 

nystre. Prakrte tu vfryadhonasya viva.koitatvat samyogo ' 
' pi. Pr.p.136. 
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17Q 

view of either knowledge or action. * Mahat can be explained 

j *■ i > 

l 

in three ways .from the spiritual, the divine and the material 
points of view.The first refers to its essential nature,the 
second to its meditation in the' form in -which it is well- 

known among Pods,and the last is for explaining it to the 
people,The first explanation can again be given as threefold, 

as sattvika,rajasa and 'tamasa.SroHi the sattvltca point of view 

it can be explained as immutable and capable of manifesting 

ISO •' 

the world,which is its substratum."’ §rora the r-ajasa point of 

view it can be described as the shoot of the' world, ^-from 

of 

the tamasajpoinview it is described as capable of 

182 


r 


destroying very powerful t am a a..from the adhidaivika or the 
celestial point of view it can be stated to -be of the nature 
of pure sattva,which is the place of the manifestation of 

+*+,»»-***.*»*»***'•*•*• *•»**» m> mm mm mm *——■ «M — — mm* mm mm mm mm mm mm «m> mm mm mm mm 

1*79. Sutram sucanat kriya^aktimap prathamo vikarah.fatdn.shan 
jaaha^aktiman.Sa ea sdtrena sa&yuktah s am yaiimi^ri t ah. . 

Tatsh prtheh na kintv eksm eva vacyam.Jnanakriya^akti- 
bhyam dvedhocyate.Pr.p.187. 


180. Tatra kutasthatve Sati svadharavisvavyanjekatvam iti 

• * 

sattvikam svarupslaksaaam.Pr. p» 18 7. 

181. Jagadankuratsam. pr. p. 18 7. 

182. >tisanarthatsmaiadakstvam.rr.p.l8?. 
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FasudeTa,so that it can be meditated upon in that form.From 

i 

the material or the adhibhautika point of view,it explained 

as the eitia,having the unchanging objectless knowledge as 
183 it 

its mode. That/is/without an object,differentiates it from 
the buddhi,whieh is always related-to an object.The followers 
of the Sahkhya ‘on the other hand take the buddhi and the citts 

-ss synonymous. 


Ahahkara or the ego is produced from the mahat. It 3s 

described as endowed v/ith the qualities of taraas,rajas and 

sattva,which respectively produce^ the tanmatras,the indriyas 

184 - 

end the man as. 'From the celestial point of view it is said 

* s. J 

to be an abode of Sahkarsaaa.Gn the material side it can be 


* * 


stated to be the agent, the means and the effect correspond- 


-ing to the qualities of sattva,rajas and tamas respectively. 


18 S 


Qae,who is the substantive of the ego which is then an 
attribute,is endowed with quiet and terrible stupefieation. 


183. Jdhibhautikam cittatvam iti iaksanam.Cittatvam ca - 
h ir vi s ay as arvavikar ar 3hi t a jifah a vrt t ikaiyam .Pr. p, 188. 

m s * 

- s 

184. Pr.p.188. 

185. Bhautikalaksanam tu kartrkaranakaryatvam.Pr.p. 189. 

i 

186. Dh armipur ahs ar am tu ken tagfeor avimudhatvam iti bhautikam 
svarupalaksanam.Pr.p.189. 




486 


One, who has no ego^is not stupefied and so the devotee, 
whose mind is fixed upon God,is different from one who has 
'santaghoravimudhatva. 


Prana and Buddhi are just different forms of ahahkara. 


They should not be regarded as separate categories .Praha 
gives power to all the senses. 18? This is why its attributes 

are. ojas,which is the power of the senses,s©has,which is 
the power of the Manas,and bala,which means physical strength. 


Prana is atomic,but on account of its capacity,it can be 

r 

livefold.Thus it can pervade the whole body.The five forms 

— 1 
are ,Pran a, Apan a, Yyana, TJdana and Samana. 


Buduhi is to be inferred from its effect,which is the 

knowledge of a particular object. 189 p uril sottama*s explanation 
of buddhi is given 8bove. 

Tanmatrao are defined .by Purusottama as subtle states 

•{Op 

of the elements. lhe elements are possessed of the Qualities 

187. pranalaksanam tu S8rvendriyabaladatptvam.T.Sh.,Ab.Y.97. 

p.78.Also see Pr.p.189. 

188. G£.T.Sh.Ab.Y.9?.p. 78. 

183. Yi bi s t a an hi aks an akar y ah umey a. T. 8n. Ab. Y. 9 7. p. 78. 

190'. Sa ca bh u t asuksmavastha.pr.p.3.83. 
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like the sound,which is non-manifest. ^They are five, sound, 

touch,form,taste and smell.They can be grasped only by the 

yogins, while people like us can comprehend them only when 

✓ 

they are specific.Here the Sankhya theory is accepted by the 
euddhadvaita. 


oabda is explained as haying the attribute of being 
^comprehended by our ears.It is the tSumatra of space and 
can be said to be the- sign of inference of something having 
been seen by a seer. ^The last is explained rather ingenious- 
-ly.If a man standing outside the house says that the 
elephant has gone,then householder, who is in the house, 

infers that the man out of the house has seen the elephant. 
The sound,which is in the effects and which is consequently 
qualified,is an attribute of all the five elements and not 
just of the space,as made out by the followers of the Hyaya 

system.Purusottama gives a very good argument for this.^en 
a gun is fired, the sound has.its effect upon the skin md 
the heart also of the hearer. ^ ^ purusottama also refuses to 
admit with the Bhatta school of Kimansa that babda is a 


131J8irvibesa^abdadigunavad bhutatvam.Pr.p-189, 

l92.Pr.p,189. 

19 3.Pr.p.191. 




substance having its measure,and which is liable to 

contraction and expansion.According to him £abda,is a guna 

and not a dravya.Similarly touch or spares is the tanmatra of 

vayu and is comprehended by the skin. ^%hen in the effects 

it is the quality of four elements.So it can also be described 

as an attribute of what is pervaded by the sound or what- 
■ -i v 195 ‘ 

pervades the form. 'Rupa or form- is .the tanmatra of light 
and can be'grasped by our eyes.lt can also be described as 

having the form ; similar* to the form of a substance or always 
found as affixed to the substance or occupying the same 
space as that of a substance, ^urusottama, it is in testing 

to note,accepts citra as a separate colour. hi as a or (taste 


in the tanmatra of water and is grasped by our tongue: and 


gandha or smell is the tanmatra of the earth and is 

grasped by our nose.purusottama also discusses the various 

divisions of all these. ' 

1 * ! < 

Bhutas or the primordial elements are generally 

characterised as being endowed by manifested sound and the 

mm mm mm mm mm mm mm a**. mm ^ ^ + mm^m rm- r »j 

194. Pr.p.l98. 

- J 

195. pr.p. 192. 

196. Pi% p.196. 

197. Citram any atiriktam rupam.Pr-.p. 196. 
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198 

like.They aie five. .Akada is defined in three ways,It 
gives.the worldly space,is an ohjeet of the dealings of 

* i 

within and without,and is the substratum of the prana, 


sense-faculties and the internal organ.^purusottama,does 

not accept that aka&a has any form,nor that the blue colour 
seen above,is an attribute of the sky. S0 °lts manifest. 

quality is sound.Taya is formless,it moves and nervades 

4 9 

carries Qbjecus 5 souDd a&ri smell and gives strength to all 

the sense-faculties.its manifest quality is touch; 

and the sound follows from its eauee(ika6aj .Tejas is 

explained as capable of enlightening,cooking and digesting, 

beating that which is cold,eating up and drying. 202 Its 

special quality is form,while the qualities of sound and 
touch follow in it from their causes.Water is capable of 


198. Tatraka&adipancakenyatamatvam savi^osa^abdadimattvam 
va sarnsnyalaksanajal.Pr.p.202. 

199. Pr.pp. 202-203. 


<d30• i'iaka^e rupam.Upari nllam ps.^ys'ca aka^am pabyamity eva 
pratyat. ivilam nabhah pahyamity atrapi na gunitvena 

nabhaso bhsnam.Gimatvena nllaSafitve m an abhavat.Pr.a.207. 

201. Pr.p.209. 

202. Pr.p,209, 
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wetting, s tic king, satisfying,living, expanding, flowing, 

203 

removing the heat,end regaining in a mass. Its specific 

quality is teste;sound,touch and form follow in it from 

their causes,The earth is that which has form and which 

204 

holds the whole world. Its specific luality is smell, 
while other qualities follow, 

Indriyas are described as being produced of the 
taijnsa ahan&sre and as means of action or knowledge. ** 
They can be said to be capable of enlightening about the 
self through their fruit,whiie they are connected with $he 

body, u They are twofold,faculties of action and those of 
sensation.Purusottama does not admit that they ere 
transitory or that they are themselves objects of our 

i 

senses,The indriyas are different from their places in 

our body and are thus suprasensuous,They are atomic in 
measure and are always superintended by their respective 
deities, without which they are capable of doing nothing. 

i 

The five organs of action are speech,hands,panis,feet and 
anus;while those of knowledge are ears,skin,nose,eyes,and 
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204. pr. p.811. 

205, Taiiasahahkaropadsyatve sati jHanakriyanyatarakarsnam 


Jiiariyam.pr .p. 214. 

206. Behasamyuktatve sati svaphalanatmajnapakatva® ve. 

pr.p.214. ' 
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tongue .Pur usottama .explains them coapletely,enumerat irg 

the Superintending deities end describing their scope and . 
20 ? 

action. 

* 

lianas is capable of both action and knowledge.lt is • 
of the nature of conation and n on -conation. 200 jts explanation 
from the eeiestjai point of view is given as the place of 
the manifestation of Aairuddka.FroiG the materiel point of 

view it is stated to be slowly meditated upon by the 

P 

yogins.Shi.le dealing with perception JJurusottama says that 
it can he regarded as-both an indriya and not an indriya. 

jp b 

In the pameyapakarana of the pr as thanar atnakar a he says 
that it is not an indriya. 209 Its p.Laee is the heart. 

Purnsottama is not prepare?, to accept the PragebhaVa 
(legation antecedent to production)or dhvansa(destructiai) 

as separate categories.lt is not .different from the state of 

the cause, the kar anavas tha, and an avastha can hot be 
experienced as an entity different from the entity,of which 

it is a condition. 210 purusottema further points out that 
when a man. does not see the special state of the cause 

803.Pr-.pp.2i 5-217. 

£08. Tasya ea £ ail kalpavi ka Ip simaka t-vam svarupalaksariaat, 

Pr.p.^17. 

£09* Ida® ca nendriyatn, Pr.p.217. 

✓ 

£10. ksastha ca svarupatirekena nanubhuyate.T.Sn.ib.Y.ll?. 

p.89. 
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<LS hx 

favourable to production,be does n©t think that jhe is 

t * 

seeing the pragahheva of a .particular effect, ^Again the 
pragahhava does nothing in the production of an effect. 
Similar is the case with the dhvansa also,which is not 
distinct from the essential nature of the instrumental 

pi O 

or the material cause, 

Purus at; tarn e seje that other categories, accepted by 
other syetens,need not be separately enumerated.Thus for 
instance,number,measure,distinction,non-difference,desire, 
efforts,happiness,miseries,all these can be stated to be 
existing or otherwise only in so far as they are related to 
the tativas,which have been dealt with.SImanya or generality 

is/;o-eval -with the tattvas,while samyoga is included in 
the spar^a.In fact the somanya etc.do not exist at all. 

w 

So far as.the causal’form of t'od is concerned.They can be 
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SI1 ,H a hi ghatajanenahukdlem karana^astham apadyatah. 

Kssyepi iha ghato bhsvisyati.idenTm atra ghatapragabhava 

iti buddhir udeti.T.Sn.Ab.V.117.p*90. 

212. Tat ha c as acthsr anakar m c t vec sTohyupagam j amanasya tasya 

vyaparSbhavat karanata nahgl karturn*? h akya.T. Sn. Ab.V. 117. 

p.90. 

213. Cfbhayatkapi n imittopsdansayo tsras varilpat ir ikt 0 • 
dhvaasc. nc airupayitum feakyah,Tadatirifctasyadarbanat. 


T,So.Ab.V.117.p.91. 
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admitted only in the effect-form. 


214 


The foregoing explanation of the causal form of Ood, 
as accepted by the Suddhadvaita,bears an interesting 
comparison with the position accepts! by the'.followers of 
Saakhya.In the very beginning of this section,we. have point* 
-ed^ftat the fundamental difference between the Sshkhya 
on the one hand and tno Suddhadvaifca on the other is that 
while the former upholds the duaiistic doctrine by consider* 
-ing all these as separate entities-the latter believes 
all these categories to b© just forris of one Supreme Rod. 

ill theses 25 categories of the Sankbya have been admitted 


with the ed 





the Battva,rajas and tapes,which though 
given a prominent place by the Saiikhya, are according to 
it npt tattvae but Qualities or gunaS.lt may thus appear 

that in the ■suddh1Sdvait& we have a Vedahtic superstructure 
raised upon the principal entities of the Saiikhys. The 

t 

primary source of this lies in the Bhagsvata Pur ana.where 

■ * 

there is clearly noticeable a. deliberate attempt to put 
the Sankliya wine in a numistic bottle.Attempts to 
tisrni on isa the duaiistic theories with those.of monism. 
are. found in the fit a also.The Sahkhya philosophy with all 


. mm my mm mm mm mm mm mm* ««* mm mm mm mm mm mm tmm mm m* w<l mm vw ■ 


214.Tastutas tu earnanyoner ehhava eve... Tasman naiyayik;a' 
dyupagatapadarth&nam 4r u tipuran avir odhe laukikayukti- 
yuktatve ca ksryakotin? eva civets iti bhavah. 

T.Sn,ib.T.ll r /.p.92. 




that is admitted in it, has no place in the absolutism of 
'Samkara/tmi it has crept into the theories advocated by 
Ramanuja and the suceeding Yaisnava Fearyas in one or 
another form.The Sarikhya theories were slowly and slowly 
almost reshaped so as to suit even a monist like Yallabha. 
The share of the B hag a vat a p ur an a in this process seems to be 
very much.but as we are not definite about its date,it can 
not be properly appreciated, 

F 

Another important point is that while explaining these 
categories,there are given the adhidaivika explanations 
referring to Satarsans and ^niruddha.The root of this 
lies in the Oaturvyuha theory as promulgated by the earlier 
^c-a«a.Ihis theory has howler been criticised by the 

author of the Tedanta-sutres.Ramanuja not only accepts the 
theory but even interprets the Brahmasutras so ingenuously 
as to get the theory sanctioned by the author of the 

Brahmasutras,Yallabha while commenting upon the Sutras 

/ 

rejects the theory and agrees with Sankara in his inter- 

\ 

-pretstion.Here however we find that if the theory of the- 
vyuhas is also brought in harmony with monism,the 
ouddhcdvaita has no objection against it,though it is 

not expressly stated or referred to.Here also the Bhagavata- 
Purana seems to have played a very important part,in so 
shaping it so as to suit Monism. 
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(TO) * 

Creation. 

Purusottama in his Prasthanaratnakara and Anubhasyaprakafea^ 
gives the process of creaticm,following the -Bhagavata.il.Brahman 
first assumes the forms of knowledge,joy,time,desire,action, 

Maya,and Prakrti.Kala or time is of the nature of the power of 

act ion, while desire is the thought of the Lord expressman «j$ a y 

2X6 

I be naiy and produce^. This is twofold. The first has the 
nature of differentation,while the second is of the nature of 

$>-} a 

raising and degrading. 

Considering the first Purusotcama says that the attributes 
of sat,cit and ananda,which are of the nature of action,knowledge 

i- r O 

and bliss not connected with kala,are mutually differentiated 

«? 

and while in that process the^differentiate their substantive 
also;thus making Brahman endowed with action,knowledge and 
bliss.Thus the Highest lord,who is trirupa, becomes possessed . 
of. form( sakara) .Even though thus differentiated, owing to his 

desire to remain non-differentiated,God remains one whole. 

ili.Cf.Pr.pp,159ff.Also A.B.P.II.iv.ii.pp7810-813l 

216. Bahu syam prajayeya.Chshdqgya,?I.ii.3,Taittirrya II,6. 

217. BvitTyas tutkarsapakarsarupah, Pr.p*161. 
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That is wh|> the effect form is inferior and God with all these 

s 

three forms is called complete or pure a. The power of the 
sscpect of existence (Sat)is the Maya,which is of the nature 

of action,and that of the aspect of sentiency is the laya, 
which deludes. 218 ^§ya,which is instrumental in the 

production of the world,belongs to the aspect of bliss.Maya 

I 

is thus related to all the forms of Pod and is therefore 

219 

'comprehensive of everything. v It thus gives the form to 
everything,that comes out of the original nature. It can 
thus be accepted as of the nature of place,time and objects 
(De^akalavasturupa).At times it may be said to produce even 

the desire of the Lord.It does not however mean that the 

PP1 

original ereatorship is devolved upon it. ~ 

Coming to the second ,Purusottama says that all these 

aspects have that of bliss as the Highest,while the other 
two viz.that of sat and cit are inferior to it and are 
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218.i§aktis tu sadam£asya kriyarupa cidam^asya vyamohika maya. 

Pr.p.160. 

219.Sane ayakarupa .Pr.p.160. 

220. Tato mulsrupe nirgate aksaramfeabhutasya tatra prave^as 

< p r 

tada tasmins tend akrtirn sampadaya^ti.pr.p.160. 

221. tavata niulakartrtvam. Pr.p. 161. 
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produced as serving it.Then are created .knowledge and action, 
which are the attributes of cit and sat,as powers of the 

i 

Highest Lord.Then the aspect/ of bliss is endowed with 
knowledge and action.then the attribute of the aspect of cit 
viz.knowledge goes away from the cit,the power of the cit, 
viz,the deluding Maya,deludes it,The cit aspect,even thcggh 
of the nature of understanding,is deluded by it,because of 
the absence of knowledge, which is its attribute,,and because 
of the seperation of the aspect of bliss from it.The cit is 
related to with.the understanding 

that it will be joined with the ahanda through this relation. 
Being thus not at ease, i.£ rem//h£^/ dependent upon the 

l 

s utr atm an,which is of the nature of the tenfold prinas.lt is 

pop 

thus called jTva,because of its efforts to hold tbe pranas. 
Similar is the position of the aspect of existence,which 

becomes inert because of the absence of the power of action. 

Later an by virtue of £&tivities,whick are the parts of the 

original action,it is manifested in the fork of the body and 

the like.When that activity or the attributes of that 

activity are concealed,it is also concealed;when however 

it is manifested,the terminology like ghats and the like 
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222.Tada prlnadharanaprayatnavattvaj jfva ity ucyate.Pr.p.161. 
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comes to the JTva,the Lox s d and the Buddhi.and so when the 
manifestation is concealed,that terminology produces the 


understanding of dietructien.Similar is the case with the 

} t 

cit,whieh is manifested and concealed by the knowledge,which 

is a part of the power of knowledge,The aspect of bliss is 

* > * 

to be understood in much the same way,Thus by twofold. 

u 4 

* t * t. v 1 ^ 

desire,the inert objects which are manifestations of the 
sat aspect and which are binding upon the individual souls; 

the individual souls,which are manifestations of the cit 

/ _ 

and which are bound;and the antaryamins,x?hich rule over 
them and which are the manifestations of the Ananda,-all 
these are produced on the analogy of sparks from fire, 

i 

The whole analysis of creation as given, by Purasottema, 
has been taken down by us $66 here completely,except some 

minor omissions,It is interesting to note that the 

concept of Maya is accepted by the Isuddhadvaita,though 

its seems to be different from that of 'Samkara.MayS is 

the miraculous power of God, but it is delusive also with 

regards to its connection with the aspect of cit and in 

the making of* the jivas.This vyamohika Maya has a very 


* T- 
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important part to play. Ibis vyamohika May5.it is important 

a _ 223 

to note,is the same as evidya in the Suddhadvaita. 

(Till), 

Brahman-*the effect-form. : 

The effect form of God,is endless*Even then it can be 
classified into two,the samasti and the vyasti in so far 

as we view it either, collectively or individually. ^The 
collective form is of the nature of the Brahmanda,while 
the individual one is made up of the individual souls and 

the inanimate objects.The intaryamin is not included in’ 
the effect form,because it has no ego of the body(Dehabhi- 

i* 

-mana),while the individual soulpf is so included because 
it is possessed of that ego. 

The individual soul,even though belonging to the 
effect form and endowed with the bodily consciousness is 

eternal and is not therefore produced,like an ordinary 

■* # 

/ 4 

transitory object^, flat the individual soul is eternal 

223. Tads cidamhasya haktir vyamohika mays avidyeti yavst. 
pr,p.161.See also;prof,G.H.Bhatt*s article*The concept 
of Maya in the Suddhadvaita Ted ant a* .Indika,The Indian 

Historical Research Institute,Silver Jubilee 
Commemoration Yolume,Bombay. 1953. 

224. Cf.T.Sn.Ab.Y.118,p.92. 
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and does not vanish with the destruction of the body, is 
proved on the strength of a very curious but interesting 

argument of Purusottama,who points out that even a newly 

born child will be hungry and will/ try to suck its mother. 
This can be explained, says pur usottama, only. on the ground 
of that, child,remembering its experiences in. the previous 

t * * / * r 

t » 

life.This shows that the jlva that was in the previous 

i x I 

' ' 9pK 

body has now come over to that of the newly born'child. 

As it is eternal,it can not be said to be produced,for 

that which has a beginning must have an end and if we 
believe in the production of the JIvas, we should admit 

t 

its destruction also and that would run counter to the. 
eternal nature of the jivas,that has been scruplously 

maintained in all the ser ipiures. The analogy f that is 

* 

used,is that of the emanation of sparks from fire and 
this emanation can not be called production,^ 2 ®In his 

mm >*m mm m* f w mum mm *m *—<****•*« im mumimwmmm* 

i 

225. Jltsmatrasya balasya ksudhatah stahapanadau #ravrtti- 

-derhanat.Tasyad ca purvanubhutaksunnivrttikaranabhuta- 
-nubhavajanyasmrtiman tarenanupapattya tasyatmenah 
' purvap ar a j anmTy a h ariravac chinn asy a ikye siddhe tens 

* * i 

- canaditve'nadibhavatvena ca dhvarasapratiyogitve . ' • 
nityatvasya siddhatvat. T.S.Ab,Y*53,p.92. 

226. Tato visphulingavad uccaranam notpa11ih.1amarup as amban- 

-dhabhavat. A # B«P.II.iii»l7.p'.704. 

* 
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fajaous karika on creation Vallabha says that those which 

are transcient are produced,with regard to those that are 

> * t 

l * < 

eternal but limited there is contact,while for the eternal 

» "V 

T i 

and the unlimited there is manifestation. 2S%hii e explain* 

* * * * ♦ * 

-ing this kg&.*ika,Purusottama says that production is fthe 

’ " f 1 * i 

association of the objects due to the externalization; 

r f , * 

contact is due to the action of coming injwhile manifests- 
-tion is caused by desire.This being the case,when there 
is manifestation or oontaet.the essential nature and the . 

y * t 

qualities of the cause do not undergo any fundanmentai 
change or modification and hence the samagama is not 

' L i 

ogO i 

utpatti. The write® on the Suddhidavita,especially 
Puruso11araa,have made deliberate attempts to show that 
the spark-fire analogy can not and should not mean 
production. 

What is ithe. relation of this individual soul , to 

V > 

v 

' t t 

Brahman? On the strength of the scriptures,the Oita, 

i ' 

£27.initye j an am an nitye paricchinne samagaiaah, 
MtySparicchinnatanau prakatyam eeti sa tridhl. 

A.B.II.iii.^i- j°'&lA- 

228.Janafjaw bahirbha\ r ahetukab. visayasamsargah, s am eg amah 

• » { * - , * " * 

eg am an akriyahe tu kah sah,prakatyam icchahetukah sa...... 

Tath¥ eatra vibhagaj jate, bahirbhaye tadinim svarupa- 
' -dharmayor anyathabhavabhavat tasya notpattirupata. 

S.S.pp.170-171, 
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and the .Sutras, the? individual soul is said to be an 
an&a of Brahroan.What exactly is the connotation of this 

* 

term in connection with the individual soul,as related to 

Brahman? The word Anfea is used for a part(,AvajU3va) ,a son, 
a pieee(Khanda) ,a part of something i^rhich is specific 

(¥i&istavastvekade£a) ,a portion from the whole mass 

^ poo 

(H^yekadeda)or even a wife. Similarly the term pada 
which is Sound in the ferutis,stands for a part or a 
portion.So we may accept any of these senses and there 
will be nothing wrong.Even then however we should accept 
that meaning,which is properly suitable to the illustrations 

of gparks and fire and a spider and its web. Thinking in 

this way,we should understand theterm anha to mean a 
piece or a part,but having t3.*e essential nature of the 

whole unchanged. i s w ^y the individual soul^ 
is called an abhass or an appearance of Brahman;just as 
a Brahmin who ie devoid of good conduct,but who bears the 

2S9.Purusott.8ma quotes the passage: Ardho va esa atmano 
vat patnfh.Here he says that ardha means am^a. 3 ?§&. 

A.fl.P.II.iii.53.p.767. 

230. Tstha sati khandavayavadirupas fcannityatvadibodhaka- 

¥ * 

- 6r u ty an urodhat avikrta.svarupa, evaabc&siddhyati. 

A.B.P.II.iii.53.fr.767. 
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sacred thread,is a Brahmin only in appearance. 

The question, naturally arises as to how can non-dualism 
be explained,when we believe in the amfeatva of individual 

souls. The individual souls,which are the manifestation of 

i 

the eit aspect^ and which are am^as of Brahman,can be 
called one with-Brahman,as a pert can not be different from 

thewbole.A spark,which is an arn^a of fire,can not be non- 
fire.But•then is not a part different from the whole? Can 
we say that a part as such is absolutely one with the whole? 

The question does not arise for feamkarajiior even for 
Raaanuja/Samkara with his staunch belief in- absolute 
identity has said that the individual souls are also appea- 
-rances,imagined by our ignorance,If we have to believe 
that 1 I am Brahman’,that* I ’ must be wrong and must be 
Brahman .But then this would lead to the destruction of 
the individual souls as such and surely nobody would attempt 

to realize that Supreme,by the realization of which he will 

23? 

destroy himself. J Ramanuja accepts qualified Monism and 
so the different between the individual souls, on the erne 
hand and Brahman on the other does not worry him much. 

- 231. Ye tb a 7 liacarT brahmano brahmanabhasah,sutradharakatve ' 

* * * 

pi brahmanyskhya&evaiayas tatas, tirohitatvat, tatha, 
jTho'pi.l.B.P.IHiii.50.p.?60. - ' ■ 

232. Ma by atraana^ah purusarthah.i.B.I.iii. 15.p.399. 
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Madhva would in fact want difference and try to disprove 
identity.Bhaskara and Himbarka admit, both oneness and 

difference,but while the latter leans hazily towards the 
fundamental nature of difference,the former tries to 

explain it on the strength of upadhis. 

> - * * t r ( *. * " ^ 

Purufottaina makes a thorough analysis of tha problem, 
that faces him.The Acarya,whose theories he is expounding, 
says just that an anfea is not different from the au§in,hut 
this is not enough*If we want to promulgate the path of 

t 

devotion,we must maintain the individuality of the individual 
souls and the‘8H&a,if its an&atva is hot imagined,can in no 
ease bebaMed absolutely identical with the am£in.purusottama 

p ^ 

therefore says that they must accept the theory of Bheda- 

~bheda,whiie leaning towards £bheda end explaining the 
Bheda as owing to desire,That is why,while referring to 

Bhaskars,Purusottama says that he admits both am^atva eM 

233 : 

bhinnabhinnatva. 1 This he says is the relationship of 
tadatmya aid herein the difference owes its existence to 
the desire of the Highest Lord and is thus adventitious. 

mmmmmrnmmmmmm mmtmmmmmmmmtmm mm mm mm mm mm mm mxmwmw mmmm mm-mm mm mm mm mm mm mmmmmmmm mmmmm^mmmmmmrnm mmmm mmmm mmm mmmm mm ^mmmmmmmmmmmm»rn 

£33.Tatra am^atvam tu yuktam bhinnabhinnatvam ca.iSrautafcvat. 
A.B.P.II.iii.53= p. 763.See also: Tatha caivam tadatmye 

eva •^yasasya tatparyam na nityabhede. napy abhede itl. 

S.S.p.175. 

> \ 
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It is interesting to note that Purusottama calls Ramanuja 


234 


CA 


a believer in difference. There is no tettvibheda in the 

n 

t 235 

Suddhadvaita,where the jfvstva is adventitious. 

This however raises another problem.That which is 
adventitious and not natural,can not be called eternal.In 
his efforts to bring the theory of amdatva as near to . 
abheda as possible,Purusottama calls jxvabhava as 
adventitious,but then how can the individuality of the 
jivas be eternally maintained if it is not natural? fe 
should here bear in .mind that in the feiddhadvaiia, the 
highest emancipation is the Sayujya,where a devotee enjoys 

with (Iod.it may be said that tile individual soul might 
have attained the Brahinabh.avs,but even then the distinction 
does and should persist,.Again Tallabha argues actually that 
the destruction of the soul can not be desired by anyone; 

\ x- 

go there is a deliberate effort on the part of the 
propounders of the kuddhadvaita to retain that individuality 
.Again,it is maintained that the jlvatva is only because of 
the embodied egofDehabhimaiis} and we may say that when that 


234. htrs tadStmyam snangikurvaiasr tattvikabhedavadinam 
R amah u j am adh van a iyay i k ad Elan? nanamatahi.S.S.p. 150. 

235. JTvabkavasya agantukatvekahhanena tattviko bhedo 

varitah. S.S.p.155. 

* 


\ 




is destroyed the jivabhava, which is adventitious,is also - 
destroyed. What then about eternity and individuality?This 

contingency^ appears to arise for all those,who try to 
retaip the individuality of the souls,call them nitys aid 
yet try to adhere to Monism.lt does not arise for two 
philosophers only,&amkara and Madhya,both of whom take 

ijS 

uncompromising attitude^ ,the former cutting the Pordian 
Shot by saying that all the distinctions are false,and the 
latter flatly rejecting all thought of Monism. , 

.further,what about the souls in the world?Jre they 
one or many? If we believe in only one soul,i.e.Ikatmadada, 

then the eternal individual souls would pose a problem.If 

on the other hand we agree to the existence of different 

individual souls,we must believe in the multiplicity of 

the -souls i.e.i\ r aiiatmavade.If a jiva is believed to be an 

anha of Brahman,there is bound to be the conclusion of the 

amfein,being a composite whole rather than one complete 

whole.Purusottama here takes a compromising attitude^ and 

says that from the point of view of the individual souls, 

we should admit multiplicity ,while from the stand point 

236 

of Brahman there is oneness. 

236. Eva® jTvanam. andatve jivasvarupavic arena nanatmavado 
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There is no agreement among Indian Philosophers regard- 
-ing the measure of the Individual soul.The followers of 
the By ays. believe in the jrvas to he omnipresent* but they 
accept the multiplicity of the souls.The Jains accept^ the 
jivas as having the measure of the bodies,which is the 

, , n j vw 

residence of those jivas .Sankara thinks that the jiva is 
actually not existing on the highest level,and so it may 
be called vibhu in reality.ill the other exponents of the 
Yeaanta accept the jiva to be atomic.purusottama ridicules 
the theory of vyapakatmavscla by pointing out that if all 
the jivas are omnipresent,all would be joined with all the 
bodies and if one body mats a mango all would enjoy^ it 
because there is no limitation or regulation,So many times 
one feels that there is nothing at one’s feet but the head 
is aching,similarly there will be an experience of happiness 
in the body of Devadatta,while simultaneously there may be 
a feeling of peon in the body of Tsgffadatta. 237 So many 
other arguments are also advanced by purusottama.The jiva 
again can not be said to have the dehaparimana,because that 

would lead to the transeieney of the-jivas and run counter 
to their eternity. 838 Ihe materialists believ/e^ in the 

*** *"* ^" ^* ^~ ^* ~~* *+****+*"*+mm m«m mmmvm wmm mm 

237. T.S.ib.V.53.p.92. 

238. ladhyamaparimanatve anityatapatteh. T.S.lb.?.53.p.9g. 
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luminosity of sentienoy as being a result; of, the 
conglomeration of the at6ms of the primordial elements, 

This is also not acceptable,since in that ca^e consciousness 

' . 239 . .. 

would remain in a dead body also. The jivas then should 

be admitted as atomic in measure .How then to explain the 
pervasion of the whole body by the consciousness,which is 

atomic? This can be explained on the ground of the capacity 

of the caitanya to pervade the whole body just like a piece 
of sandle-wwod or it may be called its quality of spread- 

-ing just like that of smell,which spreads here and there 

leaving itd original source.^. ' 

One would naturally ask^ as to ,how to explain the 

* t 

scriptural passages,that often teach of the pervasion of 
the soul,if we are to accept it as atomic.Here the 

followers of- the feuddhadvaita state that this can be 

* * * * 

explained on the ground of the Bhagavattva of tjie souls, 

239* Jnansm yasya dharmah sa pun jo bahyst cen mrta^arfre ' 

' pi jnaham upalabhyeta. T.S.Ab,Y.55-56,p.97. , 

240. Sarva£arTragatacaitanyopalamhhas tu 3amarthyad va 
gunad veti sadhitara. A.B.?.II.iii.28.p.?21. 
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When the aspect of bliss,which is concealed from the. 
individual souls,is manifested / then the soul attains those 
attributes,which are connected with the aspect^ of bliss 
and there is viruddhadhar^ladrayatva, as of the Highest 
Lord.Thus even though the spul# may be atomic,they may be 

great and pervading on account of the possession of the 

contradictory attributes.Thus the vyspakatva of the soul 

who has obtained the realization of Brahman,can be explain- 

-ed.The vyapakstva is thus of the nature of Brahmatva 

241 

-and not jrvatva. • The jrva,.as a jiva,is atomic and as 
Brahman it is pervasive. 


Being a part of Brahman,the jiva is sentient,and 
the sentieney is not only an attribute but also the 
essential nature of the individual soul;just as the 
attributes of Brahman also constitute its very nature 


Purusottama gives a very good argument when he says that 
which is produced by one is one*s quality;that which is 

mmm\* <**«•« mm mm mm mm mm mmm-mm mm *mwm mm mm mm mm ***** •»»«« mm am mm mm *** w *m~**mmm 

241.Tasya brahmsbhavam praptasya jivasya bhags vat t vena 
vyspaketvsirutir yujyate.Ia tu jihatvena rupena.... 

Jnandam^abhivyaktau brahmabhave sati tasya tadviruddha- 

dharmsdharatvam bhavaty atas tatra brahmakotayah 

paricchedo vyapakatvam ca pratiyerann iti.Jf.B.P.n.HI 

30.p. 731; 
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one’s quality is inseparable from the one,of which it is 

a quality; fin ally that which is inseparable from one is 

242 

one’s..essential nature. .As the sentiency is an attribute 

of the individual soul,it follows as a corrollary that it is 
also its essential nature.Similarly the activity of an 

individual soul also comes from Brahman.The individual soul 

* 

is an agent on account of the relationship of tadatmya, 

which it bears with Brahman.Thus the activity is of Brahman 

o#. 3 

and.it appesrs to be in the jiva. 

Here comes perhaps the most crucial problem of all 

the systems of the world.If the individual souls are agents 
themselves and if the activity of these jivas is to come 


from Brahman,and’also if everything is in and through God, 
what about the unhappiness experienced by the j!vas?The 
contingency that arises for Brahman is that the Highest 
Lord,who is said to be so merciful and kind,so good and 

' •N 

benign,is partial to some who are made happy and crnel to 


242.Yo yajjanafcah sa tadgunako yo yadgunakah sa tadavina- 

* * ¥ * 

bhutah,yo yadafrinabhutab sa tadatmakah.h.B.P.II.iii.18/. 

\ 

p.706. 

243. Brehraagatam eva karfcrtvam brahmatgdstmyad eva jive 
bhasate.A.B.P.n.iii.41.p.?48. 
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♦ i 

those who are miserable.The human beings in this wide world 
are daily falling and bleeding upon the thorns of life.Who is 
responsible for this? The theory of the enjoyment of the 

fruits of one’s own actions and that of the transmigration 
of souls are formulated as a reply to this,but we shall have 

to admit.in that case that the Highest Lord is dependents, 

i 

upon the actions of an individual.Why should the omnipotent 
God depend upon the-actions and create human beings according 
to the same?The doctrine of the freedom of will may be and 

v*. 

; bas been admitted in the Suddhadvaita. God is like a father, 

; 

who puts all the necessary material before a child and informs 
him about the good or bad points connected with them,but it 

is the child who acts end not the father,who is consequently 
not & responsible for the defaults of the young one. This 
however is no solution of the problem,because even if we 

admit the freedom of. will,what about the creator who has 

created people,some happy,healthy,wealthy and wise,others 
equally miserable,weak,poor and foolish.The contention of 
God being dependent upon the actions can not be-agreed to. 

by the Suddhadvaita,which believes in the omnipotence of 

* \ 

844.Ato gun. ad osa-kathanapErvakam baieechanusar isamagrisarnpa- 

-dake pi tar i yathsF na dosah kintu balasvabhave tatha 
brahmany api na dosa^ kintu jTva eva.A.B.P.n.iii.42. 

p.749. 
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God,who is and must be independent.The karma again being 

245 

jada or inert must be regulated by someone. Why then not 
believe in God as the giver of fruits,as fie is the source 
of activity?And if that is accepted,as it is actuality 

\ 

accepted,what about the contingency of partiality and 

t 

cruelty??allabha tries to solve the difficulty by pointing 
out that the creation is of and in the self.God does not 
create anything new or different from Him;He just manifests 
himself as the jivas and so even though the maker ^ of 

»5 pig 

miseries,h£^neither partial nor cruel. ’ Everything is one 

with him.The Brshmasutra II.i.34.says that God creates 

in accordance with the actions of an individual.This sutra 

24:7 

is only for explaining the opponent. ’ Yitthale^a has 

* * 

another explanation to offer.Ee says that God desires to 

sport and sports naturally require some differences and 
distinct ions. There is nothing wrong therefore, if we believe 

X 
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245. Atah karmaniyamaka l^varo'hglkarya eva.T.S.Ab.T.?6.p.l28 

246. T.S.V.76.p.128. 

247. Purvam tadananyatvadi stffcraih sarvasya brahmatmakatvam. 
jrvssyspi brahmltmaketvam ca pratipMayan yadatra 

•sapeksatvam hetukar-oti tens jSayate vadibcdhanayedam 
iti.A.B.P.II.i.34.p.602. 
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the miseries also to he the Ilia of God. purusottams 

combines the two views in to one and says that even though 
God may give fruit with regard to the karma of individual 8 . 


He does not become dependent,beeause desires to do 

/ 

in that way .While thus following his desire,he can not be 
saidtto be cruel or partial,because He is everything. 


The karma also,is an attribute alpp of Brahman -and that 


is how it is accepted as devoid of befeinning.Sometimes 


God may not care for karma,because He is independent. ■ 


249 


The explanations of Yallabha and hie son and the 
interpretation of the two views as given by Purusottama 

- i , 

should be given a due place among all those explanations 


mm mm mmmm m»* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm tm* mm mm mm mm mm m* mm mm mm mm-mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm •• mm tm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm ^, «*» mm mm 

248. The view of Vitthaleda is suggested by his explanation 
of Brshmasutra IIi)iw$U-in which he explains the word 

praystna as ’Bhagsvatkrtah kridartham udyamab.*For 
further explanation see A.B.P. 11.ii».^4^.750. 

249. Tenatredam siddham.Phaladane bhagavan jTvakrtaprsya- 

-tnasapekso'.pi na svitantryaduhXyate.Tathaivalcc ite- 
-1 vat .111 oc an an us ar en a visndham phalam jivebhyo 
dad ad api na vai s amyad id os abhag bhavati.Sarvarupatvat 
k arm an am apy anaditmam bhagavaddharaiatvat.itvae^in 
marygdEm bhinsity api. Svatsntratvat.JLB.P.II.iii.42. 

yS^ — 
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which have so far been given.The contention of Yitthale^a may 
appear even strange on the face of it .Why should the jivas 

suffer for the sport of God? Such a Rod will not be different 
from the boys,who throw stones in ponds for joy and kill the 
frogs.Hence the argument^ based an the in a of Rod must have 
the solid backing of the argument based on the oneness or 
Itmasrsti.if we are to use the terminology of the feuddhadvaita. 
But the explanation on the ground of Jlmasrsii requires one’s 

vision cultivated for this,and is idfact'a negation of the 
miseries rather than an explanation of them. 

The world is regarded in the feuddhadvaita as a manifesta- 

-tion of the aspect of sat of Rod.The Vedanta cm not accept 

the theory of Kan ad a that the world is produced from the 

conglomeration of atoms, or from the prakrti as advocated by 

the Samkhya.Purusottaiaa repudiates both these views thoroughly 

_ 250 

in his Srstibhedavada. However the problem for the 
"Buddhadvaita is,whether the world should be accepted as unreal. 

The whole world with its wide vari&jjy of things,both great sad 

* 

small has been a very great ijroblem for the philosophers.lt 
is always fleeting and changing.Gan it be called real at all? 

Again if we are to accept that everything is Brahman,can we 

mm mm mm mm mm 4P» mam <mm mm mam mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mat mm mm mm mm mm mm mam mm mm mm mm am mm mm mm mm- mmtmrn m*4mm warn mm mm mm +** mam am mam rnm+m*m 

250.Cf.Srstibhedavada.YadaVsli. op.82-95. 
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equate Brahman with the floating*changing,mass of things * 

which are not satisfactory,not eternal,and not even joyful? 

Can,we believe that this world,which we see around us, is 

a real transformation of real Brahman? 

kamkara says that the ‘world is mi thy a or unreal* The 

reality of the empirical world can not be maintained in the 

ultimate analysis and so Samkara distinguishes between the 

r 

Yyavaharika satya or the exoteric truth and the Waramarbh ika 
satya or the esoteric truth,Here however it is, necessary for 
us to understand what exactly is meant by Samkara,when he 
says that the world in mithya.T’he world,as it is,is in any 

case more real than the chimerae and can not thus be reject¬ 
ed outright as sheer illusion,It can not thus be compared 
with mirage,or dreams or phantoms of experience,The 
Pratibhasiks is different from the Yyavaharika;but just as 
the Pratibhasika. is negated in the v r yav8harika,in which we 
know that all that we have dreamt- or seen or thought is 
wrong,even so we can go one step further and say that tie 
Yyavaharika is just an appearance,ivhen we go to a still. 



higher level of the Par-amahthika 'While we are dreaming 

we do not think that what we experience is false;we know 
that only when we arise from our dream and find ourselves 



in the waking state.By the parity of reasoning we can say 
that the waking worldly state can also be falsified,when 
we rise still higher due to the dawning light of true 
knowledge.The reality and otherwise of the world are thus 

relative.When Bamksra says that the world is mithya,it is 

, * 

so o©ly from the poim; of view of the highest reality,which 

the world is surely not. 

The unreality of the world,with everything that it 
includes, matter,souls,personal God,and all-lvenif 
may be maintained on the highest level,is a big blow to 

the religious mind and how so ever great may be the 
conclusions of this devastating reasoning,a man,especially 

a man of religion,does not like it.What would be the 

position then if the whole world is regarded as a phantom 

of imagination,even if such an understanding may be a 

misunderstanding or misinterpretation?The Yaisnava teachers 

who followed ^amkara launched a violent tirade against 

him,and fes&kara was called ’Buddhist in disguise’(praccha- 

0151 

-nnabauddha) and a * false-fcpaaher(Mithyavadin). “Ramanuja 
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251 .B agar juna distinguishes between t®o satyas.Gf. 

Dve satye samupa^ritya buddhenam,^ dharmade^ana, 

Lokasamgrtisatyam ca satyam ca paramarthatah. 

Ua ' - , 

Mulamadhyami ka^kika.XIIY.8. quoted in ’Gaudapada’by 
T.E P.Mahadevan.p.206.fn. 70.Even Sunya of Buddhism is 
void only in the ultimate analysis. 
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and Madhva.Bhaskara and himbirka-all who followed oamkara 


said that the world is real end explained the relation of 
the world and Brahman in their own ways.The war Id, ace or ding 

to Ramanuja,is the gros&aeit which is the effect of the 
subtle aeit.This subtle acit,together with the subtle eit, 

forms the body of Brahman and thus there is qualified monism. 

tr 

Even if we may not enter into a discussion of the relation 
of the subtle acit and Brahman,we should at least admit 

that the rudiments of the world are in Brahman.If then the 
empirical world is ugly,bad and dull, the rudiments shoiifi 
be subtly ugly and subtly'bad.Can they then be connected 

with Brahman?If we think that the subtle acit does not 
contain all this,whet can be the/sfiuree of everything 

despisable and dissatisfactory in the world y which is the 

* 

gross form of that very subtle acit? Any way the reality of 


the world,when looked upon, in the context of the Ad^vait/a, 

even though that Advaita may be qualified remains an . 
unsolved problem. 


"Vallabha and his followers say that the world is 
not false.It con not be equated with the illusory appearances, 
because it is the manifestation of the aspect of sat of 
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Brahman;and is thus its effect,As the cause is real,the 
effect,which is the revelation of its aspect^ of being, 

can not be called unreal.The prapancKa is thus satya and • 

not mithya.The question new is as to how can.the world be 
called real.What Yallabha and his followers mean by the 

reality of the world is the reality of the essential foam 
of the world (Brahmarupena satyatva) ;We may agree that the 
world,which is just the manifestation of Brahman,is real 
in its essence,which is Brahman;but as Dr.P.T.Rsju puts 

it,’the relation between the essence of the world and the 
Brahman is not the problem.The problem is about the 
realtion between the world as we experience it and the. 


Brahman.’ ’ Thus if Brahman is the norm of reality,can we 
say that the world,in which we live,is also real? 


The answer to this is found in the distinction (that 
has been made out by the followers of 'jpure Monism,between 

Jagat or Prapanca on the we hand and the Samsara on the 
other.This distinction has not bee^n maintained by the 
predacessors of Yallabha and therefore it is a novel 
theory for the Vedanta.The world has Brahman as its material 
cause and maya as an instrument;the samsara on the other 

252.Dr.P.T.Keju.Idealistic thought of India.p.163. 
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hand has no material cause and ayidya or nescience is 

253 

instrumental for its appearance. The samsara is not 

g5 £ 

produced.lt is ’ ucyate’and not*jayate’. •'The Samsara is 
of the nature of pride and consciousness of possession 
(shantamarastatmake)and is thus destroyed by knowledge. 

s 

It is the Samsara which ends,when one is liberated,and not 
the world,which may be merged at tho will of God.In the 

ft 

feuddhadyaita the terms mays and avidyl are not synonymous, 

as is the case with the system of ^amkara.On the strength 

255 

of the Bhagavata passage, 'Purusottama says that the 

ayidya is an effect of the maya.Ayidya is thus not without 

e beginning and being one of the twelve &aktis of the lord, 

256 

it has no power over God. Knowledge puts an end to the 

prn 

ayidya and consequently samsara,but not the prapanca. 1 


253. Tatha hi prapaScasya br ahmopad ah aka tv am mayakaranaka- 

tyam, samsarasya nirupadanakotvein avidyakar-an.atyam 

iti karsnabhedad bhedah.T.S.Ab.?.23,p.60. , 

254. T.S.p.T.23. 

255. Tidyaridye mama tanu yiddhy uddhava 6aririnm, 

MoksabgadhakarT ad ye mayaya me yinirmite.Bhagayata. 

XI.zi.3. 

256. T.Sfr.Ab.t 7 .25.p,65. 

257. Jnenasya sakaryayidyahaAakaiYam mocaae®. e a, any athai va 
ayidyaya ahantam era a tatmskasamsar ablj atvst samsarasya- 

yidyskstysKathaiiena' sakoranasya tasyoiva jnananedya- 


tvakathanena ca sarayag siddham.T.8.Ab.T.81.p,139. 




It should also be borne in mind that avidya is just removed 

by vidya,it is not destroyed.An effect is completely destroyed 

only when the inhering cause is destroyed.Knowledge can not 

destroy## the maya which causes avidya.Avidya therefore 

exists in the mays in a subtle form. purusottams gives gn 

illustration by pointing# out that the state of sleepy,which 
♦ 

is removed by wakefulness,remains in the buddhi,as its mode 
and pervades the internal organ. 

Avidya and vidya have five divisions^eac^ Mid they are 


called par vans.The five pervans- of the avidya are the ignor- 
-anee of the essential nature and the superimposition of the 

gKQ 

body,the senses,the prana and the internal organ. Avidya, 

says Purusottama,can be understood either collectively or 

individually. It is thus samastirupa or vyastirupa,just as 

we can understand the forest as oae^/hile the trees are many. 

The samastirupa is one of the powers of the Highest Lord, 

260 

vyastir-iros is connected '.nth the individual souls. 


There is no question of super imposition with reference to 

mm mm mm am mm —.—■I f mmmrnmm mm •»«««• -m*mm mm mm mmmm mm «k» mum *m mm mm mm mm -mm »*. ***• mm m*mm vm mm mm mm mm mm mm pmw<w —. mm mm mm mm mm mm mm 
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£58. Karyasya serve tha nedo hi s am ayayin I& at.pr akrte ca 

vidyayah sattvikitvena svajanakamayana4akatvabhavat 
mayasattvat tatra suksmarupenavidyayah,sattve taaya 

upamardo eva na cu na^ah.T, S.Ab.V. 33-34.p. 74. 

£59. T.S.Y.32. 

£60. Evam eati samastirupena vanam itived .aikyam.Vyastirupena 
vrksa itivan# nahatvam.Tatra samastirupa chagavacehaktir 
vyastirupa jivanam iti siddhyati.T.S.Ab.Y.32.p. 73. 
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the avidya,which is produced from the may a before creation, 

! 

because the adhyasas c cine afterwards .Maya produces mabat,which 

again creates the ego.Botb these are of the nature of the 

internal organ and so the first is the an t ahkar an adhyas s J>r an a 

is just another form of th^ego and there is the pranackyasa. 
is 

This/foilowed by the superimposition of the body and the 

senses.The dehadhyase leads to a complete forgetting of the 

essential nature(svarupa-vismsrana).This is the ignorance of 

the nature,which is the same as wrong. Knowledge.Thus the 

original nescience leads to the bondage of the dehadhyasa and 

the-superimposition of the attributes of the body,which in its 

$ 

turn produces the cycle of births end deaths.This is samsara. 

» 

It will thus be seen that the distinction between the 


jagat and the samsara depends upon the distinction between the 
points of viev; from which we look at the cosmos.If we take it 


to be just of the essential nature of Brahman,it is the 
prepane a which exists; id? it is understood as a heterogeneous 
mass of things separated from me another and also fro® Brahman, 

' » f 

there is ignorance and samsara.Thus it is the difference which 
is sublated and not the essential nature.Shell we are in need 
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2pl. Evsra ca mulsVidyakpto dehad'hyasadibandhas tena Krto yo 
jaimemaranadiparamparajanako d eh ad 1 dh ar madhy s s ah sa 
samsara iti phalati ,T.S.Ab.V.32.p,74. 
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of ffi^uch of gold we use all the ornaments of gold in our • 
possession and we take them to be gold and not bracelets and 

nJS 

rings different from the gold.The distinction^ are removed 
and we have gold alone.Even so here also we have the prapahca, 

ggg 

which is not false. ' The distinctions are thus due only to 

the egoism and the things,as they are viewed by the ordinary 
people in the world,are brought about only by speech, ^fhe 

samsera is thus a delusion of the individual soul,due to which 
he sees things,which do not exist and does not see what exists 
in the prap8nca,which is of the nature of Brahmen.Purusottama 
gives even e syllogism to prove the reality of the prepares. 

.Tust as the dream world requires the world which is more real 

/ 

to precede it,even so our vyavaharika prapanca follows the 


prspaSea,which is relatively more real .The reason given far 


264 


the prerr.ise is the vayikatva or the' ’mayikatve&a sbhiaatatva’. 

mm-W-* rn* m» wm mm mm «*» w*m* •• «** *******wmm* »•* mm «p* mtmmm “ “ - 

268. Yatha bahusuvarnapeksayam tatksryaqi katakakundalaghats- 
Iseravadfny aniyaitavad idam suvarnaia iti suvarnatvenaiva- 
tahi grhyante na tu Katakadirupena iti vikalpabudether 
eva badho na tu svarupasyapiti t gdr d abhanan ur odh on a api 
na mithyatvam prapaneasya. cidcthy ati.T. 3.Ab.f.91.f. 158. 

263. Tens i okapr a tTyamac ar iipen a pad ar-than am vacarambhana- 
-reatratvam eva. T. 8..Ab. V»3 2. p. 159. 

264. Vyavaharikah prapancah svape^sayotkratasattakaprapah’ca- 
^urvakah.Mayikatvenabhimatatvan mayikatvad va .Svapnadi- 
praparcavst. S.3.p.351.SSe also §rstibhedavada,vada vail, 

p.104. 




That is why it , is said that a Brahmavaclim never sees anything 
bad in the world,because for him everything is of the nature 
of Brahman. 

The foregoing discussion regarding the distinction between 
the jagat and the samsara,eloquently speaks of the exact 
position that the ^uddhsdvaita has taken regarding the world. 

The world can not be accepted us real,as has been done by 

Ramanuja*nor can it be regarded as unreal as taught by Samkara. 
VallabJia therefore tries to moke a compromise by stating the 
reality of the world in its essential nature and -distinguishing 

it frost the samsara, which is illusory and unreal.K/hen purusottane 
postulates another prapanca,which. is relatively more real, it may 

appear that the difference between the feuddhadvaita and the 
Revaladvaita is more of emphasis than of substance.lt is 

interesting to note here that the five pervans of the avidya 
are ,ignorance of the real nature and the adhyasas,both of which 

are maintained by j§amkara.PurusQttama 1 a opponent appears to be 

V 

correct in pointing out that in the Suddhadveitn,the ultimate 
reality of the world is accepted as of t li e nature of Brahman, 

after rejecting the same from the point of view of the world, 
while in Samkara f e system there.is the rejection of just the 


265. T.S.Ab. ?. r /9.p.X3S. 
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pr* c 

ultimate reality of the world as such. OD Can it be said that 

Yall&bha admits the theories of j§amkara for all practical 

) 

purposes and raises a theistie structure upon them, instead 
of the absolutistic one constructed by &amkara? 

(EQ. 

Theory of eausation-Abheda. 

After dealing with important points regarding Brahman 
and the world,together with the individual souls,we shall 
now turn to the theory of causation as promulgated in the 

ISuddhadvaits.The theory of causation assumes primary 

importance in Indian systems of philosophy because here 
the thinkers try to show how the world as an effect can be 
explained from the principle,that they have accepted.While 
the follov/ers of the Sankhya believe the prakrti to be 
the cause of the universe together v?ith the purusa,who just 
Hooks’ at it,the Yai&esikas are of the opinion that the 
gross forms of the world are all derived from the 

266.Brahmavade hy advaitartham jagato jagadrupena paramarthika 
-satyatahr nahayuktiferutisutradibhir nirafcrtya tais 

tasys brahmarupeua paramartliikasatyata pratipadya... 

Maysvade tu jagatah paramarthikasatyatvanirakarana - 
matrena...T.S.Ab.V.82.p.l40. 
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conglomeration of the attes,which constitute the original 
cause.ill the branches of the Yedahta agree that the 
ultimate cause,the uncaused cause of the world is Brahman, 
and all except Madhva admit that Brahman is both the 
material and efficient cause of the world. 

The followers of the Sahkhya are refuted by saying 

that the Prak^rti is inert and thus cannot produce the 

2J6l ' 

world. purusottama says against the Yaiiesikas that in 

the Yedic as v/ell as Puranic literature we find that the 

9 

gross cause gives rise to the subtle effects and not vie© 
versa.This is found in the world also,for the mass of 
threads,which is ^doss gives rise to the piece of cloth, 
cotton which is a mass causes the thin threads, ^f e C an 

not therefore admit that the cause is subtle and is thus 

the atoms.The Buddhistic theory of creation,of that which 
exists from that which does not exist,is also vehemently 
rejected.The Buddhists contend that it is from the seed, 

i 

which is destroyed,that a sprout is caused.Here also 

267.iLE.II.ii.1-10. ' ’ 

268.i3raute paursne ea dardane sthulad eva karonat suksjie _ 
sya karyasya vibhagenadav utpatteh.A.B.P.II.ii.12. 

p.625. 




Purusottsma points out that- it is only the gross forarfif' 

l 

the -seed, which is destroyed and not its subtle form which 

OCQ 

definitely exists. The wear Id thus is not asatah satta- 

* 

rupa,and must have Brahman as its cause. 

While the other systems of the Vedanta say that 
Brahman is the material cause or the upadaha of the world, 
the Suddhadvaita prefers the term samavayikarana or the 
inhering cause.Brahman has three aspects,being,sentiency 
and bliss;and these aspects are found inherent in the 
inert worldly objects,the individual souls and the 
in taryamins.Thus there is inherence of sat,cit and ananda. 
That which is inhered in the other is seen as the latter 1 s 
essential characteristic,just as a pot shows the 
essential characteristics of the clay.The whole world, 
whatever may be the internal differences and distinctions, 


reveals one common characteristic of being or existence 
and we can say that there is inherence or anvaya of sat 

,. gOQ 

in the world, ‘ as sat is of the essential nature of 
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269. Ivan ca ankuradav api b I j asthulan&aoyaivopamardo 
na tu suksmahdasya.Tadantasta eva suksman^snam 

m m 

ahxur ibhs vat. A.B.?. II. iii. 26. p. 651. 

270. Io hi yadanvitaii sa svasmins tadvisayam pratitim 

afihatte yatha ghatadih prthivyadipratitim.Tathatra 
sarvam astltyadipratitijanakatvat sadadyanvitam. 

i.B.P,I.i.3.p.83. 




Brahman,as jj the ease with cit and ananda,Brahman is the 
samavayikarana or the inhering cause of everything.The 

«i 

Anvaya or samanvaya is the inherence of that which is neither 
' / 

adventitious nor super-imposed,and that is why the name and 
from or the illusory experiences are not to be understood as 

inhered.^^That is why the somavaya of the sSuddhadvaita is 
different from the inseparable conjunction which is called 
ssraavaya by the ?ai£esikas. 

The word prakrti stands for the essential nature of the 

thing and Brahman can just be called prakrti in this way; 

which therefore means the sam avayi kar an a. * ^%hen we see an 
earthen pot we know that it is made of clay and thus all 
the earthen pots can be known as having the clay as their 
essential inhering cause,similarly when we decide the aspect 
of being in me substance,it is known, as inhering in all 
the existing substances and so Brahman,which has sat as its 
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271. An arop i t ah ag antukarupenahuvr11ir eve samavsyah. 

A.B.P.I.i.3.'p.9Q. 

272. Prakrti&ahdad ea svarupe rudhah mrtprakrtir ghatah, 

* **•» * * * 

karpasaprakrtih patah ityadiprayogadarianlt samavayi- 
-karanam abhidhatte. A.B.P.I.iv.23.p.530.Purus,ottama 
further says that the term Prakrti also stands for the 
efficient cause,on etymological groundsjprakrsta krtir 

* * - 4 . • 

yena. A.B.P.I.iv.23.p.53Q» 
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aspect,is established as the inhering cause. The terra 
prakrti thus should not necessarily mean the Pradhaha of 
the Sankhya beeause the Pradhana is not a samavayin. 

It is quite natural,that a question will arise as to 
why the word upadana which is used by other .systems of 

the Vedanta,is not found here,while the terra samavaya is 
used instead of it.purusottaraa says that the word upadana t 
which means the material cause t expresses,that which is 
enveloped by the actions of the agents and which is 

consequently limited by the saxae.^^The upadana is only 

a specific state of the samavayin.lt is that aspect of 

* 

the earth alone which in the fork of a lump of clay or 

threads,limited and worked upon in the process of production, 
that can be called the material cause or the upadana for 

the production of a jar or p piece of cloth.So only the 

273. Tatha hyeksmin mrtpinie mrdvikaratvani^eayottarsm 
servasmins tatsajStlye tatha jnanS^ mrttikayam tat- 
- s am a vay i t va jn au fin tadr da ikadeiapratyaksSd eva bhavati... 
tatha prakrte'py ekatra sanraayatve ni&eite sarvesu 

tatsajatfyesu sadvikaratvajnanat sati sarvasamavayi- 
tvajnanan tadr&apratyaksad eva bhavatiti sati samavSyi- 
tvasid dhih.A.B.P.I.iv.23.p.531. 

874. loke upadanapadena karirkriyoys vyaptasya paricchinna- 
-syaivabhidhanadarisnatlA.B.P.I.i. 3.p.ll8. 
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Highest Lord who is not changed or worked upon is the 

275 

samavayin of the world by just one of his aspects. The 
reason thus for the preference of the berm samavayin to 
the term upadaha lies in the adherence of the thinkers of 
fure Monism in the avikrtaperi|aj|avgda, as different from 
the generally accepted parimamavada or vivartavafia. 

CJ 


Upadaha,says Purusottaraa,is t wSf old, par in am in and 

vivarta.Tlie first is defined as the transformation of the 

Upadaha,the transformation having an equal degree of 
276 

existence. The vivarta on the other hand is the transform- 

-ation which has not an equal degree of existence Fith the 
_ - 277 

upadana. The parinaiaa can further be understood as either 
vikrta or involving chage or modification,or avikrta,i,e. 


not 

that which doesj-involve 


any such change.The former is 


illustrated in the manufacture of a pot from the clay, 
while the shaping of different ornaments of Gold is an 


example of the litter.In our ordinary affairs of the world, 

2?5.TJpIdanain tu samavayina evavasthavi^esah.P^ricchinnasya 
kartrkriyaya vyeptaoyaiva mrtpindasutr-adirupasya 
prthi vy am b asyaiva ghatapatadyupadanatvader^onat... 

Ata eva bhagavah avikrta eva jagata ekak&ena samavayi. 

Pr,p,31. 

276. perinoka/i ea upH&ahasamasattako'nyathabhavah.Pr. p. 31. 

277. Upadinasya visamasattako* nyathabhabo vivartah. 

Pr.p.32. 
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the efficient and the instrumental causes are different from 

- the material cause .Purusottama does not think it necessary 
to believe in the asam&vayikarana,which is explained by the 

vai^esikas to be the conjunction of the different constitu- 
-ents like the threads in the production of a piece of cloth. 

It may be included in the karanasamagri. 

The followers of the feuddhadvaita admit the avikrta- 

parinamavada in which the cause,even though transformed into 

the effects,retains its essential nature and does not under- 
-go any basics or substantial modifieation.When milk is 

transformed into curds,it can not be used as milk and 
becomes curds only .We can not prepare tea with it. Whan 
however ornaments are made of gold,we can use all of them 
as gold and the gold remains gold even though the 

distinction between the golden ornaments and gold is of 

the different shape and different names.They are not 

278 

different substances. 


The avikr tapar iiianis vsda of Yallabhs 


cannot 


he under- 


-stood properly without the avirbhava-tirobhS’va-vlda,which 
is one -of the most important theories of the £>uddhadvaita. 
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2S82T^tha bahusuvarnlkahksayaffl fcatakakimdalakala6abhrhga ra- 
divyaktyanadaras tatha...Itenakaradibhedakrta eva tat- - 
-tallaukikavaidikavyavaharabhedo na vastubhedakrtah. 

A, B.P.I.iv.23,p.535. 
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Ib i ac g PurusottsiHs explains causality itself as tjhe basis of 

p yq 

the power of manifestation. "The avirbhava and tirobhava can 
be explained as manifestation and concealment respectively. 

The avirbhava can be understood as the power of the cause, 
which reVIls outside the latent effect which already exists 
in' the cause;the tirobhava is that capacity which conceals the 
effect which exists outside.*^The terms.may- be understood 
sifeply also as avirbhavana and tirobhavana thus meaning just •• 
manifestation and concealment. 31 Yittbalsfea in his Yidvan- 

-mandana explains avirbhava as being fit to be an object of 

282 

experience and tirobhava as being not fit to be an object 

of experience. och avirbhava and tirobhava are powers of 
the lord .Purus ottama also discusses as to whether any such 

power^ or powers are necessary in the cause,ife'hen a certain 
effect is produced from a certain cause or a particular set 

279 .Karanatvam cavirbhlvaka.fektyadharatvam.Pr ,p. 26, 

280. Xvih prakafcara bhavayati upadenentahstham karym bahih 
prakatam karoti ya nimittsgata upadahagata ca 6aktih.* 
sa avirbhavafeabdsvacya. Evam tirah apr aka tarn bhavayati, 
bahistham uSryam upadan antah sthipayati ya feaktir nl£ska- 
~gata sa tirobhavafeabdavaeyf.Jvirbhavatirobiiavavada. 

YadavalT.p.191. 

281. XvirbhavatirobhavavsMa. Yadavslf.p.lSl. 

282. inubhavavisayatvayogyata.V.M.p.86. 

283. Tadavisayatvayogyata.Y.M.p.85.See also the explanation 

. in S.S.and pr.p.26.ff. . ' . 
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of causes,we should accept the power of that cause or causes 
to produce that particular effect.This power can not he 

understood as the nature or' the essence of the cause,for 

neither the nature (svabhava)nor the essence( svarupa)can be 
avioded and so if we were to understand the productive 
capacity as either of them,we must admit the production of 
a piece of cloth from the threads,which are torn to tatters 

or that of a sprout from a seed which is burnt.We should 
thus accept the power of production as different from the 
essential nature of the cause and also as liable to obstru¬ 
ction or destruction by an external element. S8 ‘Those power® 

of production and its opposite can be respectively called 
avirbhSva and tirobhava.The whole process of causation has 
to be explained in terms of these two powers with which the 
Highest Lord is endowed.Even the six modifications of 
becoming (Bbavvikaras) as stated by Varsyayani in Birukta^® 

A * * 

can be understood in connection with these two,-Is beins 
produced’(jayate) is related to revelation, alone,so also’is* 


(asti)is so related because of thexssp inherence of the 
aspect of being.’Is being transfromed’, ’grows’and ’wanes’ 

(¥ipariiiamate,varabate and apaksiyate)are connected with both 


’ * K ’"•*******»'*-«■■•’*• ——* «*» •** Mr «•- ra* . 


284. T. &.Ab.?.140.p.113.Also 0f.Avirbhavatirobhavavada. 

•" ¥adavail.p, 185.ff. 

. ITirukta'.I.S. 
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manifestation and coneealment,while *is being destroyed* 

286 

(nabyati)is connected with concealment alone. 

The effect.thus is only a manifestation of the cause,or 
in other words,the effect is just a manifested state of the 

cause.This being the case,there is essentially non-difference 

287 

between the cause and the effect. As everything is caused 
by Brahman,everything is Brahman.Brahman is revealed in the 

world by its aspect of sat,in the individual souls by its 
aspect of cit and in the intaryamins by its aspect of ananda. 

That is why Brahman is described as devoid of any dualism, 
either with those who are of the same type or with those who 
are not of the same type or with these who are,in it 
The individual souls,which ere sentient and eternal,have'a 
similarity Kin nature mxkmm:.' with Brahman and are thus 
sajatiya.The sajatfyadvaita is illustrated by Purusottama 
as es is ting in the two different bulls.The inanimate objects 
are vijatiya because of inertia and transciency;and the 

difference would be just like that between a pot and a piece 

of cloth.The Antaryaains are svagata,because all the aspects 
of sat,cit and ananda are manifested in them but they are 

*•*<*•* *** ***• *** ^fr**** mm mm mm mm mm mm*nm mm mm mm m mm*** mm mm tmm **• 9m* mm mm mm am* 

286.S.S.pp.350-351. 

7. A.B.P.I.iv. 23. p.534. 


288. 8ajatfyavijatiyasvagatadvaitavarjitam. T.S.v.60.p.ll3, 
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\ * 

imited and are capable only of limited and defined action; 


the illustration given here is that of the flowers and the 
289 

tree., Brahman has none of these distinctions,as it is 


inherent in all the three by its various aspects. 

. Causation,says p.urusottama,can be understood on two 

grounds,anvaya and vyatireka.They may be explained as meaning 
the invariable existence of the cause when, the effect exists, 
and the invariable absence of the ef fee Win the absence of 

f 

the cause,thus implying a relation of invariable, concomitance 
between the cause and the effect.Mvaya may also be taken to 
mean the inherence of the aspects of the cause in the effect 

and vyatireka may be understood as the existence of the cause 

290 

over and above the effect."" While the first explanation of 
the terms and the second explanation of anvaya leads^to 

the theory of identity,the second explanation of vyatireka is 
impprtant from another point of view.It shows that in the 

system of ffallebha God is not wholly transformed into the 
world and even though it is revealed variously by its aspects 


• M> «** war •'** «** mm wm 


39. T.S.Ab.7.60. p.118. 

290.£fh‘an8tagr§bakau cahvayavyatirekau.Tau ca dvividhau. 
Svasvsvyapyetarayavatkaranasattve yatsattve' va by am 

y 



vasthanam.Yi^esenatirecanam vyatirekah.Earyatirekena- 
-va s thanam.pr.p.32. 
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it remains over and above the world.God is thus in the world 

# \ 

end yet transcends the same.This is meant by vyatireka,i/e. 

viCessna atirecana. 

» * 

How can non-difference or identity be explained in the 
feuddhadvaita? We have seen that in the feuddhadvaita,Brahman 

inheres in the effects,or is revealed in the effects and the 
effects are only dbandition of the cause.Essentially therefore 

the effect is me with the cause, just as the golden ornaments 
are one with gold.Brahman is transformed in the effects without 

undergoing any change or modification.All this can be accepted. 

But even then there ere two important points,which require^ 

explanation.As we have seen above the problem before a 

* - v 

philosopher is not merely to shew the essential identity of 
the world with Brahman,but to explain the world as it is seen 
and experienced by us in its relation to Brahman.Secondly, 

even in accepting the essential identity and in accepting the 
difference only of name and form,that name and form which is 
surely a change or modification,if admitted as real and not 
mi thya,'should be explained in the light of the monistic 
doc'brine, that has been propounded. 

4 t 

As we have discussed in the previous section, about the 
jagat vis-a-vis the smssra, jagat is real only as a manifestation 



of Brahman and not as the world, whisk is separated and 

different from Brahman,In that case the reality f of the jagat 

as jegat ; ean not be admitted.purusottama says the same thing 
when he points out that the various forms ( as seen in the world, 

are only for thw worldly dealings.So the reality of the world 

can not be maintained in the limited and defined form,in, which 
it exists,but from the point of view of reality the world is 


pqi 

non-existent. J The illustrations which are given by Purusottaraa 
to prove the abheda,are still more pointed.The form of a pot 
may be different from that of clay,but it tees.not mean that 
the pot as a substance is distinct from the clay. A man who is 


sleeping or standing or sitting or walking may have different 

29 % 

postures,but the man remains the same. fte may thus consider 
the distinctions as immaterial,bat are they real? While 


refuting the duslistic theories,purusottame says that they are 


291. Tessm rupanam vyavaharamatrarthatvad ity art/heh.Etena 

siddhante pratiniyatarupena jagatah satyatvsbhavo,na 

- tu satyatvena rupens jagadabhava iti bodhitam.A.B.P.X.iv. 

P»53b. 

292. To viksrah prthubu&hncderadih sa vacarambhanam vac ike- 

* * * • » 

kriyacmako na tu karanaci vyaktibhedapadakoh.Yotha supte 
utthite upoviste ca pur use' vayavavinyasabhedo' to nama- 
-dheyam i^imittikakriyayeb padarthasvarupabhedanapadaka- 
-tvat n am a i vn. Tat ha eatra karanavas the t man a ivaikarupya- 
-sya vivaksitatvsd vyaktibhedanadara eva. 

A.B.P.I.iv. 23,p.535. 
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293 

only due to the ego and are unreel. The distinctions evai 

between things like a pot and a piece of cloth are only mundane 

£94 _ 

and hence unreal. Ramanuja attacks the theory of Atmasvarupa- 

-perimansavada cm the same ground of distinctions.If we believe 
in both the enjoyer and the objects of enjoyment as the 
transformations of the essential nature of Pod, how can there be 
distinction between them? Purusottama replies by restating his 
theory of Pure Monism on the scriptural grounds and says that 
uhe. svabhava-vibliaga is seen even iS the world on account of 
the disintegration of powers.(Saktivihlesa)ffiiis is like a tree, 
in which the leaves,flowers,fruits aid roots-everything is 

mutually different, but all of them have the unity with the seed 

oq 5 

so far as their natore(svabhava) is concerned.^' We heave 
however seen that the distinctions are only due to the ego and 

I 

are therefore unreal.Is this the same as V ivar tavad a?When ISa&kara 
says that the world is unreal,be rejects the reality of the 

world,as we see it.If that is vivsrtavada,it may appear that 
it is accepted by the propounders of the iSuddha&vaita also.' 
purusottama in fact admits this and says that from the point of 


: mm *** m+map i 


293, Abhimanama tram eva bfeedo na tu vastavah.T.S.Ab.T.92.p.]59. 

234.r~hetapatasthale tu vyavehsrikopadanakrto bheda ity 

evastsvah.T.S.Ab.Y.92.p.1 
5. .A.B.P. li. i. 13. p. 5?3. 
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view of the world he accepts vivartavada,while from the point of 
view of Brahman he believes in Parinamavada. 


Admitting that there is parinamavada from, the point of view 
of Brahman,wliat about the vikaras?We may say that the vikaras 

or modifications ere unreal,but if we want to maintain the 
reality of the world,even in itsessential form, we must admit 

ameast one kind-of change.The jegat is the effect form of 
Brahman,in which only one of the three aspects is revealed and 
the other two are concealed.Similarly the individual souls are 
an effect ; with two aspects revealed and only (me concealed.Thus 
there remains a subtle distinction between the cause end the 
effect,that is between the cause with all the aspects fully 


manifested and the cause 


with the manifestation of one or two 


aspects.Thus a change in the state of the cause can not be 
refused on any ground. The opponent cf T'uruscttame correctly 

V 

points out that even in the Avikrtapor i n aroavada,the change of 
the avastha[fmrvavFStha-anyathabhavarupa-vikara)remains. 
Purusottama says that the change in the state of the cause 
is not equal to the change in the substance and therefore there 

S96.Evam ea antarssrstim prati vivartopedsnatveia atmasrstim 
prati parinamyupadahatvsm brshmana iti niicayah. 


9 • * 


Srstihhedavsda. Yadavali.p.113. 
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is no harm in admitting it. At another place when the 

theory of Bbaskara is severely criticised by fahaspati li^ra^ 

purusottama defends Bhaskara by pointing out that the 
difference ( between the two ornaments of gold, is due to the 
difference between their respective conditions.Thus that which 

t 

is conditioned^ is different as well as non-different from that 
which conditions .according as we look to them from the point of 
view bl the different conditions or of the oneness of the 

substance.Thus non-difference does not necessarily mean oneness. 

v 9 

and the bheda can be admitted together with the abheda.^Thus 


the unity of the cause and the effect is tolerant of the 

299 

difference and this ie Tod a tiny a. The bheda which is thus 

300 

accepted is due to the desire of-God. The powers of avirbhava 
and tirobhava should also be understood on the basis of the 


297.Tatha ca ri ad hi d ugdh any ay en a svarupasya gandhadiguiianam 


cahyathabhava evatragrahyavikaratvenabhipreyate.na tu 

sankbyanyathabhavo'pi- tathatveneti karyaferutyanurodhM 
ahgikriyate. A.B.P.I.iv.23.p.539. 

298. A.B.P.I.i.3.pp.92-95.See also-Bhedabhedasvarupanirnaya 

Yadavail. 

299. Bhedasahisnur abhedas tadatmyam. S.S.p.149. 

300. Bhedasshisnuta ca bahu sysm ^rajayeya' itTechayam tad- 
-vyapar abhutsdaktivi bhagena.Pr .p. 29. 
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desire of Hod, That is why Purusottama says that in the 
^uddhadveita the samaveya is not different from* tadatmya and , 
the s amavay ik ar an a is that cause, the effect of which is 


produced depending upon the cause in the relationship of 

tadatmya. ' “'Thus we may say that the 8uddha-advaita is the 
same as iicchika- bheda- abheds. 


(X). 

Sadfaanas end phala. 

, it the Very outset it is necessary to make one point clear, 
so far as this section is concerned.In the beginning of this 
chapter we have shown that purusottama’s contribution to the 
ksuddhadvaita is mainly on the philosophical side of the system 
Though Purusottama has commented upon end independently 
written certain tracts dealing with the practical sfd6 of 


the system,such as the belief in devotion as the highest means 
of liberation,or the divisions of pusti,prevshe and maryada, 




301. Evsm saty asmin kale'smin de£e idem karyam evam bhavatv 
itlcchavisayatvam avirbhavah,tada tatra tatha tan ma 

bhavatv iticchaviseyatvam tirobhavah.S.S.pp, 115-116, 

302. Tatra tadatmyasambandhena yadadrayam karyam bhavati tat 
samavoyikaronam. Pr.p. 87. also;.-At o na samavayas tadatmya"- 

tiriktah.pr.p.29.also:Yedyapi siddhante semavayo natirik# 
tes tathapi tadgtmyasyaiva n am an tar am Md.T.S.ib.Y. 27. 

pp.68-63. 
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or the desirability of renunciation,ete^Jf however one wants 
to get a complete picture of these teachings,one should read 
the works of Ookulanatha and Harirsya rather than those of 

purusottama.ln this section therefore,we have not treated the 
topics of sadhsnas sad phala fully, but we have tried to give, 
only those points which deserve special notice in our study 

of purusottama. 

* 


Moksa according to the abstract speculations of the 

idealists of some of the 'Jp an is ads and accoruing to linkers is 
the liberation from all the evils and miseries of the world. 
That the world is a venue of woe has been accepted by almost 
all the religious teachers and philosophers.Hence eiBamcipatian 
is definitely devoid of miseries. But is it full of joy also? 
Happiness and misery are relative terms and so,as argued by 

i ;» 

the absolutists like Samkara,if we accept happiness or joy in 
the liberated state,the unhappiness will also be admitted from 
the bsckddoor.Hence moksa should be understood as total absence 

of miseries(Atyanta-dulii<;ha‘-abhava) .Naturally this could not 
appeal to the people at large.lt is not enough that liberation 

is just an absence of unhappiness.This is only a negative * 
aspec t/. There must be something positive also,so as to give. 




542 


solace to the suffering inortals.Purusottama rejects the 

idea of relativity and says that there is full bliss and 
bliss alone.in tne state of moksa.Brahman is anandamaya 

because of the anandspracurya.When we say that the sun is 

full of light or that the summer days are full of heat or 

that the monsoon nights are completely dark,the opoosites 

of light,heat and darkness are respectively sublsted 

by perceptual experience and cannot be understood as 

30 B 

existing even in a minimum degree. ''Brahman .is-thus full 
of bliss and there is not an iota of its opposite in it. 
Even.sc liberation is also full of joy and not mere 
omegation of miseries. 

Can God be obtained? If/just argue that the attain- 

} 

ment of anything can be accomplished only 'when that thing 
is different from one who obtains it,and that the relation- 

-ship between the limited jiva and unlimited God is that 

of oneness,who is to be obtained by whom?That is why 

I . 304 

Samkers says that rnokse cannot be obtained,it is. 


BCS^oke' pi pracurspraks^sh savita prabhutasantapo xuda^ 
-gha-divaso'nfthakaramayi varsavibhavarT bahudhano 

vaiferavana ityadivekyairavane pratiyoginak tamabiaitya- 

prakafeadaridryanam pratyaksato badhena-tatra tadelpa- 
-tvafeahkaya snudayat. A. B, P .I.i. 12.p,198. 

304. C f/samkera-bhisya. I. i, 4.11. i. 14. 
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This however is riot the position,that cgn be accepted by 
the followers of the Isuddhadvaita.lf God is not to be 
obtained,nothing is to be done for it,then what is the 
use of all the talk of devotion and discipline??urusottams 
says that the attainment is possible owing to the avirbhava 

-tirobheva, depending upon 'the will of God ..As regards the 

oneness or non-difference between the two,it is the 
individual soul,who is one with Brahman and not vice versa; 

arid so the non-difference does not come in the way’ of 

- x- 30S 
prapti 


The attainment of the Highest Lord means the Sarvatm8- 

-bhavs or the Brahraabhava with the realization of the 

/ 

presence of Brahman everywhere.lt is explained by 

Purus attains as the flashing of Brahman preceeddd by the 

«3 0 A 

revelation of the attributes of Brahman. The highest 
kind of liberation however is the spyujya,which is the 
result of the Pusti-bhakti.purusottama gives an etymolo- 
-gicsl explanation of sayujya as conjunction.' It is 

<M» mm mm mm mm m* -xim mm *m tw «M> mm mm mm mm mm m* mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm m» mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm- mm mm mm mm mm mm mu mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm 

-305. Ananyatvam tu anvarna^akalsnyayena brahmanah sakadaj 
-jivasya na tu jivasya sake4ad brahmanah iti tasyapi 

praptipratibandhakatvabhavst.A.B.P.I,i.ll.pp.178-179. 

-306,Brehmabhavafe ea svssmin brahmadharmavirbhavapurvaka- 
-brahmasphurtirupa eve. .A.B.P.I.i. 29. p.263. 

30?.Saha yunaktiti sayuk,.fcad.bhaV-aji sayujyam iti yogah. 

T.S.Ab.Y.13.p.48. 
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the eternal enjoyment in the company of Krsna. 

God,according to the £>uddhachraits,is not oMy 
Sadhyarupa hut even Ssdhanarupa;even the means for his 


realization are of the essential nature of God.They are 

✓ 

also the aspects of God .Pur us attains says this on the 
strength of the purusasukta and the explanation of it 
in the second book of the Bhsgavata. 


The Upasanas given in the latter part of the Vedie, 
literature ; are not for the purification of the mi|jd,as 
has been made out by Sa&fcars and bis followers.These 
meditations on the other lianfl^ inform us of the greatness 

3QQ 

of God and thus pave the way for devotion.*" '"Once the 
Brshmanimess (Brahma tva) is established there is not 
much of distinction between knowledge and meditation, 


because either of them is brought about by experience 
and both require a common mental faculty.The difference 


may however he found out by pointing out that meditations 


308. T. Sn. Ah . Y. 3. p. 5. 

303.Udgxth8disdryadyupasanaya tattatprakorarioktsirj 

phalam tens tenopasyeno dlyate.Tepam ca pratikat^e- 
-na t a tier t aph al ad an an mularupamahatmyam eva prati- 
-paditam bhsvati.Juste ca mahatmye tatra bhaktih. 

T.S.Ab.Y. 12 .jj.45. 
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require the superimposition,of the attributes of one upon 
something else.Even if we accept it,the superimposition is 
always of the attributes of the superior upon the inferior 
end not Trice versa.The attributes of the cause ere super¬ 
imposed upon the effect.Once this is conceded,even though 

knowledge and meditation may be distinguished with regard 

„ % 

to their forms,it should be accepted that both lead to 
the same result.There is thus no difference between the 
two in their capacity to produce the result. 

is regards the three pails of action,knowledge and 

/ 

devotion,the Snddhadvsita iV position is that of maintain- 
-iag the superiority of devotion to the other two.lfsllabha 
and his followers have given many arguments in their 
support.The path of knowledge leads to the segunr mukti, 
while that of devotion to the nirguna moksa.Knowledge,says 
Purusottsns,presupposes the existence of the quality of 

^ t 

saliva in the seeker of salvation and so the liberation 
that results cannot be without it; the nirguna' mukti can 

■CHI 

result only by means of bhakti. 

After Yallabha,pupusottaata enters into the discussion 
of the term Bhakti.Ths base (prakrti)and the effix(Pratysya) 


310. A. B, P. I. i. SO. p . - 2 < 
311„T.S..Ab.Y. M.p.51. 
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express the sense then combined;out of these two the 
affix is principal.Here the affix which is capable of 
connoting the general meaning of the root,mainly expresses 
the devotional action(bhajanekriya),when joined with the 
root bhaj.Tnat action is of the nature of service or-seva. 

ihe term seva,as found in usages like strlseva,eusadhaSevsT, 
etc.has a conventional meaning of a Specific bodily- 

activity preceded by either constancy or continuity.ls 
this would imply some unhappiness due to the strain,that 

the body undergoes,it can not be called a pur user the, for 

which one should try.Service should therefore be preceded' 
by love.-Thus the principal connotation of the affix is 

’love' and the bodily efforts which are sub ordinate, are 

meant by the base.So the combination of the base and the 

Oi p 

affix means premaseva. 

Love or sneha is explained as a specific’ attribute of 

the self or the mind,and is not a desire,or knowledge or 

efforts. ^ JBhakti is a rasa and this love to the object of 

devotion should not be understood as ordinary erotic 

\ 

sentiment which is just an appearance of the love to hod 
end is thus far inferior to it.That is why Purusottama efter 

3! i. T, SnI.Ab. V, 3 ilpl 7BT ** ~~~~ 

SlS.gaehafe cUtmano menaso va yo^yo dharosviResell.S.S.p. 7. 
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Vallabha takes pains to teach sense-control as an essential 

prerequisite of a seeker of (rOd. t ~-' 

^ ' 

A very important contribution,that the ouddhahvoita has 
made to Indian religious thought,is the pustimsf'ga.The 
distinction between the Pusti and the Maryada has been given 

in detail by almost all the scholars of the ^uddhadvaite 

315 

''The Pustimerga depends solely upon 

316 

the Grace of the Lord. The Grace of the Lord { An ugraha) 
is a separate attribute.lt is not just the desire to give 
fruit,nor the desire or effort to ward off the miseries of 
others.lt does not mean knowledge either.lt paves the way 
to the desire of the Lord to give fruit or His acceptance, 


including Purusottarn 


31 




and is the cause of devotion. 

4 

(XI). 

Conclusion. 

We have in the foregoing pages discussed the important 
tenets of the kuddhacivaita,as expounded by purusottama 
following 'vallabha and Tit thalers. While the systeih ,ss 

314. T.Sn.Ab.V.236.pp.184-186. 

315. See Pus t i. - pr a \> eh a- m a r y ad e . w i th various coiaaentaries. 

316. possnam tadanugrahsh.Bhagcvata.II.x.4. 

* * * 

317. Tasrnat svikarsphaiaditsaprayojaJism krpaparaparyayam 
dharmsnteram eva... ga ca bhaktyupadefiasyevn bhakter 

api keranam.Purusottama’s commentary on the Pusti- 
- pr e vaha-many? da. 'V. 2, 
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explained by Purusottama is not and cannot be different 

from tiiat taught by Yailabha, there is a clear difference 
M the approach of the two.As we have already stated * 

Yailabha*s laconic style and interpretative method left 
very much to be understood and assumed.A clear exposition 

of the Buddhsdvaita was badly needed and it was supplied by 
Purusottama.Purusottama however gives not just an exposi- 
-tion,but an analysis and a comparative study,thus arriving 

at some very important conclusions,which we have attempted 
to present^ in this chapter. 


for understanding these conclusions better,we should 
see the whole course that Indian philosophy has taken in 
the course of centuries.While the Upanisads gave various 
thoughts in various ways,the trend of abstraction and 
negation was .taken up by the Buddhistic idealists,who 
taught the Yi jnahavada and the §uny 8vada. fesakar-ac ary a 
gave a positive shape to that trend by postulating the 
pure being and advocating the unreality of the world in 
its ultimate sense.i^amkara was the master of strictest 
logic and so attributed all the relationship to Maya» 


he frankly admits that bt is all inexplicable.Sven though 
feamkara has vehemently denounced the Buddhistic theories, 
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he has equally vehemently repudiated the dialism of the 
Sahkhya or the atomic pluralism of the Yailesika^Ior him 

Monism can not be compromised in any way with dualism or 
pluralism.This however gave a severe blow to all that was 
emotional and religious,for religion wants heart more than 
he ad. .Again the political enslavement of the Hindus 
required something upon which they could fall back and 

from which they could get solace.This led to,the reinforce- 

\ 

-ment of the cult of devotion,which was alreadyppgjularised 


by a host of Alvars,Attempts were made to bring in this 

popular element into the Yedahta.This however wanted a 
clear recognition of the reality,the ultimate reality of 
the dual,the devotee and 0-od.People were unable to stand 
the devastating doctrine of the falsity of the world. 
Monism had to be compromised with dualism.Ramanuja quali- 


i 

-fied it,Msdhva accepted dualism alone,Bha'skara and 
iiimbarka isas tried to combine the two.Ramanuja and ; 

Rimberka lean more towards dualism.Yallabha was convinced 

1 

-that the teaching of the Upanisads and the Brahmasiltras 
is definitely of Monism;but he was an equally ardent 


devotee and Yaisnava.He thereupon promulgated the theory 
of Pure Monism end retained the individuality of the 





550 


jivas and the reality of the world.How can this be 


possible?Purusottama f s analysis leads him to the theory 
of Tad a tray a. He finds that if the reality cf the world 
even as a revelation of one of the aspects of God,is to 
be retained,the bheda will have to be tolerated.Abheda 

v ‘ 

is here not the outright rejection of the bheda;it allows 

\ 

CL 

the aiechika bheda. The Tad a tiny a re $ It ion subsists between 
Brahman and its dharmas,Brahman and the jTvss,Brahman and 


Al 


the world.This is. where Purusottama arMisres.purueottama 
is credited with this exposition by no less an authority 


than Biridhare. 318 

Viewed in the light of the above remarks,it will be 
clear that the feuddhadvsita has tried to teach Monism 
without sacrificing the interest of the cult of bhakti. 




It is more sdvaitic than the systems of Ramanuja,Bhaskara, 
or Himbarka,end is more positive,if not dualistic,than 
that of Samkara.The ^uddhMvaita should therefore be 
called ’positive Idealism 1 . 


318.Bhed abhedaprs1 1 1 i s tu madhyamanam prakirtita, 

Atojfe# hi madhyamah paicsah feuddhadvaitanurodhatah. 

♦ 

Bodhaya bahusandarbhe Gosvamipurusottamaih, 

fer Im ad s c ary ac ar an air ystra kutrapi dar&itah. 
feuddhadve,itamertanda.Y. 34-36. Appendix. $6 ISuddhadvaita- 
siddhahtapradlpa.p.326. 
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(I) • 

Introductory. 


We have seen in the foregoing chapters the contents of .. 

Purusottsma* s works,his dialectics and interpretations and 

** \ 

his exposition of the feuddhadvaiia,which iW has explained in 
his voluminous eomnent 3 r 3 .es and more than a score of independent 
works. The work of an author can however best be appreciated, 

if we try to understand him and the ideas that he put forth in 
relation to the time end tradition to which he belonged. W 


have already seen in the first chapter that Purusotiama was 
born„when India witnessed.feuds and strifes from all the 
quarters. Though India was a dreamland of gold in the eyes of 

1 i 

foreigners,there was no political stability and the strong 
regime of the Moghuls was defied from various quarters .*A 

darkage was looming large oyer the head of Indians,forboding 
the grim picture of petty strides of small principalities* 

The conditions were almost on the verge of being chaotic* 


Fear and distrust took the place of peace and stability and 
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inspite of the glory of wealth,there was utter poverty of 

prosperity and welfare. The Hindu society remained a 
hetegogenious- mass of a variety of people having a 
variety of beliefs,There were too risay religious beliefs 
sad Hinduism was manyfold and yet getting more and mere 

conservative. There were many thinicers,scholars, authors 
and saints, all struggling to do some tiling and the common 
man was lea to and fre by the conflicting^ views, which, 
he could not and therefore did not care to understand. It 

was this age 'which produced Purusottama. 

\ 

We have to study the aims sad achievements of this 
g5?eai scholar, who wrote and discussed and taught through- 

-out the large span of his life. How was he looked, upon by 

/ 

his own people? What did he think about tliemlHow could he 
influence them? What did he contribute to the Sampradaya? 
What can possibly be his place in the history of the 
Sampradaya in particular and of Indian thought in general? 
All these questions remain to be answered. We have tried 

in the following pages to give an evaluation from this point 
of view,We have at oar disposal no factual history,of’the 
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Samprsiaya.lio* it was moulded Kid how it suffered the ups 

t y 

and. downs in its chequered career of about five hundred 
years. We have to depend upon the references in his works 

the references which are rare and at tiiaes not conclusive 

! \ 

either*he have also at our disposal some hear-says and 
traditions. 


(il;. 

Purusottarns sad the Sampradaya, 


While we hare no means to know the relations of 
purusottama with other Qoswaisis of Ms time, there is every 
reason to believe that his relations with aijieast some of 
them wp'wS ar to be anything hut cordial. G art sin charges 
were levelled against him,we do not know by whom nor do we 
know whether they were levelled in his own time or after 
his death,though the later seems to be more probable.this 
great scholar is said to have been jeered at as ’Yedapa&u 1 
by his contemporaries.further a more serious eharge against 
him is that with sll his efforts to explain the principles 
of the Suddhadvaita.Purusottama is said to have advocated 
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1 

the f jVpasicldhantas T or wrong theories. 

There are. three hearsays which go against him. We have 
referred to all of Tihem while dealing with Purusofctams T s 

life. It is said that puruaottarns, brought the image of 
Balskrsaa to Surat, hiding it in the looks of Ms hair.The 
other two have aoxae thing to do with his relations' with 
Fieri rays. One is that of Hariraya's ordering him to take off 
the foot?/are i'rom the feet of orinsfehaji slid the other is 
that of the explanation of one passage in the Subodhini to 
purusottams by ec. old lady^who just heard the explanation 


given by Hariraya. 


rp 


k ..ii 


he first of these he^says is nothing but a myth,because 
the ilol of BaLakrsne was brought to Surat by ¥rajeraya,who 
came to possess the same as s result of the distribution of 


the images. We have detailed the whole incident in chapte 
II above. The fact however that such a fiction has been 


J? 


woven round the name of Purusottsma shows that attempts were 

. > v 

made in the Samp .rad ay a to portray him in not a very good 
light. The attempts appear to have been made deliberately 


r ******* MM 


1. Avatarsvadavail. Hindi Intro.p.6. 
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because it is difficult to find out any basis for the 

currency of such a tradition, The two hearsays relating 

Purusottaaus’s inferiority to Hariraya were current among the 

followers of the latter,The historicity of both the stories 

is seriously questionable.The impression that we get of 

purusotiama from his works 0 is that he was not only a very 

great scholar f but also very exact and fastidious. How is it 

possible that he might have committed such a breach of 

diseipiene,when he was himself so very particular about 
every thing? liven if we admit that Purusottama was a young 

enthusiast ; when he went to the temple of ferTnathajr and hence 

he might have done this,the second story is still more 

unacceptable,looking to the deep and penetrating in-sight 
that his works show. It is too much.to assume that Purusottama 
could understanding the meaning of a passage from one who 
heard it from Hariraya.On the other hand it is very likely 
that both these stories have been made out by the followers 

V 

of .Hariraya to prove the superiority of their old teacher 
over this young man.Was there some sort of rivalry between 

these two greamen of the system? Hariraya was much older 
than Purusottama and it is not likely- that he might have 
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considered this youth as his rival.If at all there was a 
rivalry,it probably existed in the minds of the followers 
of Hariraya. But there surely was a difference in the 

S' 

thoughts and treatment of these two and both hsve played 
their parts differently in the history of the Sampradaya. 
Hariraya can best be compared with Gokulanatha and 

Vitthale&a.He was a devotee and his mission was to explain 
the path of devotion to the masses.His works are mainly 
short tracts and most of them are on the SubodhinT.He 

taught more of Krsna and his Lila,Pusti and Msryada rather 

/ 

than Brahman and its attributes or the theory of causation. 
Purasottsma on the other hand discussed and debated the 

* z' 

principles of the &uddhadvaita philosophy. He was a scholar 

i 

par excellence and he considered it his duty to explain the 

theories taught by Y&Llabha by argumentation and analysis. 

/ 

'Ixie works of Hariraya do not reveal the scholarsliip / thet is 
seen in tr.e works of Purusottaaa.Purusottama on his-part 
appears to lack that emotion and spiritual experience of a 
devotee.Though he was sincere in his devotion,the emotional 
side of a devotee was burnt in the white heat of his 


/ 
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intellectual feats. Bari ray a was a mystic,a follower of 
the prameya Marge,while purusottama was rational and leaning 
towards the pramaha Marga.Xs it lively that the followers of 
Fariraya,who did not find, tnat brilliance of erudition in 

their own teacher, thought it proper to circulate such 


i 


1 

stories which would glorify Hariraya at the cost of Purusotta/^ 
Mid what did Purusottsmo himself think of the Sampradaya 

as it was before him? purusottama was bold enough to assert 

* ' 

that the Sampradaya was iiivrtta. It was due to the grace of. 
Lord Balakrsna who inspired his mind that he could know the 


2 


meaning of Anubhasya. The at the end of the. Anubhasya- 


-Prakesa clearly shows that while Vallsbka and after him 
VitthaleAa wrote certain works,their followers did not care^ 
to understand them much less to explain them.Tailabha preach- 

-ed his theories but he called hims.lef Vallabha Diksita and 

9 * 

not Vailabha-Jcarya. Vitthale&a was mainly responsible for 
the establishment of the 6uddhadvaita as a system.While he 
completed the works,which his father left incomplete,arid wrote 


i «*** mntm. w* **w mrm- ***** < 


2. Kriden hr! Bllskrsnah paramakaronaya man man eh prersyitwa, 
Bhasyartham yo'tigudham prakatitam akarot sampradaya 

Nifrtte. 


Concluding V.l.A.B.P.p.1441. 
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some independent works also, he did not devote his time so 

\ 

j 

much to the writing of works / as to the propagation and 
systematisation of the ouddhadvaita ss a Samprayadaya, which 
could open its doors even bo the ignorant masses. The 
worship of the idol of God came to be a full-fledged af flair. 

Even Yitthale^a in his works gave much more importance to, 
the practical rather than the theoretical side. He was 

followed by G ok ulan s th a, Kaly m aray a, Hariraya, and many 

others who taught ,talked and wrote of the 111a of the Lord, - 

It was the age of intense intellectual activity in India and 

scores of scholars came out to support and demolish various 

theories. purusottama could see that whatever might have been 

the$/ effect of. the Ssmpradsyie teaching cn the masses, it was 

* + 

necessary to, face the scholars on equal ground; if at all 

the Suddhadveita as a system ’wanted to survive.Purusottama 

. • 

could further see that .many important points were left M/ ' 
obscure by Yallabha end that blissful obscurity was kept 

intact by his descendants. The task before Purusottama was 
thus not only to comment upon the works of Yallabha and 

Vitthele^a but also to explain, analyse and find .out the ' 
exact significanse of m".ay of the theories taught by Yallabha. 
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with a comparative study of the theories of others.The 


greatest contribution of Purusottama to the Sampradaya is 
this;He explained the doctrines and what is more he put the 
whole system on a dialectical basis, so that the opponents 

UJ 

could be met cm their opto grounds In doing so he had to be 
an argument atwr end could not afford to go on talking 

about the halls of Heaven. Even while commenting upon the 
sixteen^ tracts, purusottama has this very approach and 

this perhaps earned for him the honorific title of'Yedapa^u*, 
because naturally none would have liked the bold statement 
’ Ssmpradaye nivrtte* .'Jhe charge of Pur us Ottawa's having 
taught the apasiddhaiitas is very serious indeed, but 

s. 

curiously none ha# said what apasidihinta has been taught 
by him and how. We have in the preceding chapter given in 

detail the feuddhadvaita doctrines as expounded by Purusottama 
and we have found that Purusottama arrives at the belief in 


Tadatmya:’Bhedasahisnur abhedah.'as the teaching of Yallebha. 
But this is a natural corrollary to which any student of 


Yallabha would be driven and there is nothing wrong in it. 

v 

Or is it that it is all miraculous and one should not even 
try to understand it? Purusottama never refutes Yallabha or 
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Vitthaleiaa, he never goes against them at any point while 
writing;not only so but be defends them even though at 
times he appears to be defending what can not.be defended. 

We have referred above in Chapter Y.to the statement of 

Piridhara, who says that the understanding of pure monism 
is the best, while the Bhedabheda is understood by the 

Madhyamas.Purasottama has mainly taught the Madhyama Pakss. 

S 

while it has been, shown at places by Yellabha. Can this be 
taken as a clue to the said charge of spssiddhsata? My way ' 

there is no apasiddhahta in what Purusottama has taught. 

If Yallabha’s philosophical teaching is to be understood 
from the point of view of reason, the feuddha-advait$ is 
nothing more,nor anything less then Ted a troy a. 

Purusottama very often does not subscribe to the 

i * 

traditional line adopted by his predecessors.Thus for 

instance he is the only writer in the Sampradaya who pays 

homage to Gopihatha, the elder son of Ysllabha. Sle Calls him 

the Yallabha-Prstinidhi. The relation between Ystthaleda and 

* * 

... „ „ _ „. __ _ ____ ... 

3. feuddhedvaita Martanda. Y.34-36.Amend ix .to ^uddhadvai- 

* * -Am v*c 

-tasiddhlhtapredipa.p.226. 

4. A.B.P.Xntro.V.5.p.l. 




Gopmatha was fairly cordial but after the death of 

Oopihaths,there was some quarrel between his wife and 
Yitthale^a.As a result of this,perhaps, and also because 

<* "fr f 

CrOpfnatha did not enjoy a long life so as to be able to 

do something for the system,he was completely forgotten 

^ * 

by the scholars.of the Ssmpradaya. Any way Purusottama 
thought it to be sheer in-justice and thus he mentioned 
him even before Yitthale4a. Curiously enough this has le^d 

to a traditional belief in the ^ampradaya that. GopTnaths 

r* 

0 

was reborn as purusottama. 


Purusottama again is completely conservative in his 
outlesk like a typical Brahmin author of-mediaeval days. 
He does not like that even the Suftras and women, should be 


given freedom to get knowledge «s much as a member of the 
three higher classes.After Yitthslels there war- a tendency 
amoving the teachers of the Ssmpradaya to appeal to the 


lower strata of ignorant masses and to explain to them 
the Bhagavata, the Mahsbhgrata and such other works, 
Purusottama tries to put e check on this and says that 


, Mr** mm mm mm mm mm mm «*» mm mm team mm mm mrm mm mm rm w mm i 


5. Cf.Pustimarganaa paneas q varsa.Pert.II.p.8, 



the £>udras and women may be allowed to study these works 
but only those portions.which do not treat of Brahman.He 

discusser the whole point and argues out why they should not 

"6 • ' ' 

be allowed to do so. 

A very important point, which should be noted in this 

♦ 

connection,is that Purusottama was very careful in emphafed- 

-sing s high moral standard for the people.Purusottama has 

discussed the- whole question of Indriya-nigraha very 

_ 7 

forcefully sad at length in his Avaranabhaiiga. Purusottama 

i 

was also unhsnpy at the way in which foreign language and 

dress were wholeheartedly welcomed by his own peopie.He 

8 

called them fools, purusottama had thus something of a 
reformer in him end he tried hard to point out that 
laxity of morals should never be tolerated in any case. 


mm <m* mm am mm mm mm an mm m * mm m* mm am mm mm <nm mm w ««u mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mtm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm 'mm am mm mm am mam mm a 

6 • ii. B.P • pp • 442‘ff 444. 

7. T.Sn.Ab.T, £38.pp. 184-186. .. 

8. Etena ye murkha anapady api mlscchadive^abhasadikam 
roc ay ante svlkurwanti ca te'pi tatheti bbdhyam. 



•Ab. p.163. 
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So remove the ignorance of his own people and to 

refute the charges against the Sarapradeya, Purusottaraa goes 

/ 

to the extent of discussing even the practice of the Brahma- 

-sambandha and the prose passage connected with it. He 

explains the Brahmasambandha as *Brabmasambandho naraa 

sarvasmin bhagavstsvamikai^arupah sambaadhah;tesyakaranam 

Hama bhagavata acary an psati gsdyenokto ya atmasamarpana- 
praksrsh; tadritya bhagavati svatmasahitasvTyasarvapadartha- 

-nam bhagavati t&thatvavi jnejjsnam. *Sa vai- naive reme’iti 
bruteh,’kridarthara atmana idem trijsgatkrtam te svkmyam 

I 

tu tatra kudhiyo para Tia kuryor’ ity adivakyac ea, 
vastutah sarvasya bh agavedlyatve'$1 *ss vai naiva f ityadi 

brutya ramanarthsra dvi tfyanirroenadiavsnat tenagjadita ya - 

• ► * « 

♦ 

tattatpadarths jivasya svatvasviyatvabhiaajtih tatparitya- 
-geria tesu bhagavadiystvasya vijnapanaia iti yavat." While 

discussing the prose passage ,Purusottaraa kriows t^at he is 

not maintaining the pecrecy of the Sarapradeya.rle is 
apologetic'for this. He says : ”Iat punah pracinair atra 


^Purusottaraa* s Yivarana on Siddhantarahasya.p.39. 
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kim api noktam tatraitadgopyatvso eva bijam. Maya tu yad 
id am uktam tad bahirnukhamukliadhvaasartJiam eveti ne tad- 

-virodho d os ay a. lady api maduKtau margarahasyapraka^ana- 

< , 

-paradha ayati, tethapi p/raka&anasyanyenaiva krtatvena- 
t ad ar tha s and eh avar an asy a i va matkrtitaya svotkarsaprakldsna- 

-rthatvobhavat bhagavan hrlmadlearyacar anal oa madaparadhaa 

10 

kssmantk iti dik.” 

0 


Purus ot tarns treats all his predecessors with due 
respeet/.lhis is particularly noticeable in his commentaries 
on the sixteen tracts, where he refers to the diversity of 


interpretations given by the earlier writers of the 

Sampradaya. It is important to note that in these' cases 
purusottama does not refute those- who have given different 

interpretations, ha just refers to them and then he' appears 
to give his own view with some hesitation, A typical 
example of this is found in his commentary on the 
BhsktiverdhihljWhen he says that he was inspired by the 

Lord to explain in that way. Re says : "prancas tu keeid- 
imain bhanem BSaktilaksanatvenahah. Anye punar ¥yasana- 


10. purusottams*s Tiveraaa on Siddhantarahasya.p.37. 
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1 ak s an at Yen a.Artham ca svasvaritya tam/tam ahuh.Mama tu 

bhagavan evam preritavsn iti mayaivam vfa akhyatam.(Mia ty ag a 
evacaryansm a^ayasya ophutatvad i ti. ,f 

To wind up the whole discussion we may again briefly 
indicate Purusottama* s contribution to the £uddhadvaita. 
firstly purusottama has for the first time analysed and 
explained those principles of the l^uddhedvaita,which have 
so far been neglected by his predecessors.Secondly Purusottama 
for the first-time put the Suddhadvaita System on a dialect!- 

-cal basis,on a par with other systems of the Yedah.ta and 
outside the Yedahta.Thirdly Purusottama tried to raise the 
moral standard of the people. 

(III). 

purusottama 1 s influence on the Samogadaya. 

m 

Purusottama’s voluminous works,commentaries and indepen¬ 
dent tracts,opened the eyes of latter scholars of the system. 
They considered ft therefoi'e their duty to focus their 
attention on the principal works of tiie Sudcihadvaita, 
ilnubhasya,Tattvadlpanibandha and to a lesser extent the 

Yidvanmanaana. They sfew that these works should no longer be 
ll.Purusottema’s commentary cm Bhek.tivs.rdhini.p.40. 
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neglected and efforts were made to study them and to 
explain them by writing commentaries on them.This is surely 

an/ achievement for Purusottama,because none of his 

\ 

predecessors explained those works and they were content 

\ * 

with commenting upon, the sixteen tracts and some parts of 
the SubodhinT alone, The deep and penetrating insight found 

in the works of Purusottama however shows that he set a 

very high standard of scholarship,which could not be achieved 

by the scholars who followed him.Those commentators followed 

the voluminous works of Purusottama and many of them appear 

to have given nothing more than simple short explanations, 

f 

abridged and culled from the Brakasa or Suvarnasutrs or 
jAvaranabhahga. 

• t 

Out of the successors of Purusottama,Oopsivara can be 

called the most outstanding writer and scholar in the 

Sampradaya.lven his father Gokulotsava,who was born in 

-Y-.S. 1815,was a very good scholar and was called Yidvat- 

-£iromani and Yak-caturi-dhurina.We have seen that 
* • 

Purusottama gave his property to another Purusottama, son 
of MuralTdhara.This p ur us ot tarns* s son Oovardhane/a also 
died soilless,His wife Maharsnivahuji adopted Ookuletsava 
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in Y. S.1850. G-okulotsava is said to have written some 


comentaries.Sfcri C.H.Shastri gave me a list of some of the 
works written by him.They are : (l)Saundaryapsdyatika, 

(2) Vivekadhairya^ray atika, (3) Saimyasanirnay atika, (4) Siddhan- 
-tarahasy atika and (5)SrhgararasaBiandaiiatrka. It is said 
that Gokulotsava was a very good speaker, 

Gope^vara,born in Y.S.1835,was the eldest son of 
Gokolotsava.Qn account of Gokulotsava’s adoption to the 

pontifical chair in Surat, Gopei^vara could acquire all the 


works,that were in possession of Purusottama.lt was a 

« 

literary heritage and Gope^vara took the greatest advantage 
of it.Shri. C.H.Shastri could find out a list of his works, 
in his own handwriting.His works as stated in the list 


are as follows; - 


(1) YedanavarthItfka, 

(2) Brhaderanyafca-brahmanadvaya- tika^ 

(3) Ghahdogysnuvak-vyakhya, 


(4) itmabodhopani sat-tika, 

(5) Sloko.. .with commentary (Some letters are missing here 

in the list,found by C.H.Shastri), 

(6) Sadyukt.imani, 

('?)Bh ak t im ar t and a, 

(8)Fourth hdhyiya of the idhikaranamala, 

* ^ 
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(9)ltmavada, 

(lG}Parivrdh8Stakatika, 

(11) Svspnad arcana tika, 

(12) Sub-oommentary on the commentary of the Yivarans- 
-karikss,on’Keihc imaste... ’, 

(13) Bhaktiratna, 

(H-)Bhaktiratnatrka, 

(15)£ahmi, 

(lSJPancapadf, 

sad 

(IV) Jaiminieutravrtti, 

w 


Rahmi is a voluminous sub-commentary on the Bbe.sya- 

-prakada of Pur-usottama.Bbri M. T.Telivale, says about it 
thus; "The author of Ha&mi thoroughly explains not only 

the Bhasyapraka^a of ixrT Purusottamaji but even supplies 

the want,which was felt by the readers of Praklia. 
Prakasakara took for granted that readf-es of Anubhasya, 
understood the literal sense of the Aijubhasya and hence 
we rarely find him explaining the literal text of the 

inubhasya.For this reason,the author of ita&mi in all 
places witeee he finds that bri Purusottauiaji” has not 

explained the Anubhasya, tries to give the literal meaning 


f 
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of all the, passages of the Anubhasya." GopeWa was called 

* 

"yogi* and J sarvavetta’,while Purusottama was called 
»p®ndita Pursadaraj^/l and 1 D ad a- flig an t a- vi jay'll A comparison 
between purusottama and Gopedvara need not be attempted, but 
it must be said that Gopedvara was recognised by the Sampra- 

-daya as a sincere devotee ,besides being recognised as a 

* 

great scholar,while purusottama was appreciated only as a 
scholar. 

It will be a point of interest to compare the Bhakti- 
-martanda of Gopedvara with the Prasthanaratnakara of 
Purusottama.Like the Prasthanaratnakara,it also contains 

✓ 

four chapters on pramana f Prameya,Sadh8na and Phala.But there 

is an important point of difference.Purusottama’s aim is 

to explain the theories of the i§uddhadvaita, whereas G oped vara 

sets out to explain the Bhakti,as he himself says in the 
13 

beginning. Thus he begins not with an explanation of the 

i 

theory of knowledge or the means of proof,but ¥dth a 

12.JLB. with P.&.R.in*i.Intro.p.lO. 

IB.Vedadi sarvadas trar thabhu t am brahmisth adurl abham, 

Bhaktim vaksye yathadastram prabhubhir vidadlkrtain. 

Bhaktimartanda. Intro. Y. 5. p. 1. 
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i * 

question as to hew Bhakti can be understood as the meaning 

of all the §astras.Similarly the Pr ameyapr akar an. a is also 

14 

written with the express purpose of explaining Bhakti. The 

t 

Sadhanaprakarana is to show that Bhakti is the main Sadhana, 

i 

and the fruit obtained by means of at is explained in the 
last chapter.Oope4vara discusses other topics also,e.g.the 

15 ig 

concept of akssra, that of Abheda, ete,but one will fl&nd 
that these discussions are subordinated to the discussion on 
Bhakti.Again many of them are bodily found in, the works of 

Purusottama. A typical example of this is Purusottama 1 s 
defence of Bhaskara against Vaeaspati in the Anubhasyapraka^a. 

_ 1 >7 

The whole passage is almost quoted in the Bhaiitimartsnda. 

Thus we find that in Ms works Gope6vara discusses more 

about Bhakti,Pusti.Lila and all that than Purusottama.If 
Purusottama can be compared with Yallabha,Bope^vara should be 


14. Atha bhakti^abdarthorn nirnetum prameyaprakaranam 
arabhyste. Bhaktimartanda.p. 70. 

15. Bhaktimartanda.p. 109. ff. 

16. Bhaktimartanda.p. 116, ff. 

17. Cf.Bhaktimsrtanda.p, 205,ff.and A.B.P.pp.93-95. 




571 


compared with Yitthaleda. Sven in the colophons one may note 

that while Purusottama generally rerers to Yallabha,Gope&vara, 
refers to Yitthale&a.^® 

t t > 

We have noted above how Ookulotsava came to Surat, after 
being adopted by MaharlnTvahuji,wife of Govardhsneha. His 
deesBiidants were also good scholars- and sincere devotees. 

Surat thus remains a seat of learning. Just now the Bads- 
-mandir in Surat is adored by Eis Holiness Shri.Vrajaratna- 
-lal ji MaIiaraj,who was born in Y.S. 1952.He is a very good 
scholar himself and a sincere devotee.Due to his efforts the 
AkhilahBharatiya Shri Balakrishna Shdddhadvaita Sahasabha 
was established in Surat in V.S. 1883. Many works' of the 

f 4 

Ssmpradaya have been published by the said association.The 
Mahasabha is also conducting examinations on the ouddhadvaita. 
One Shuddhadvaita Taishnava school has been established in 
Madras in V.S.2003.There is also a Yallabha-Yedanta prize, 
bearing his name in the Gujarat University. 

(IY). 

Purusottama’s place in Indian Philosophy. 

* . . 

* 

The late Pandit Gattulalji of Bombay is said to have 

mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mmrnmmm mm — mm mm mmr mm mm mm mm mm mw* mm- <mm mm mm hit 

18.See,Colophons.in A.B.with P.&.K. v 
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compared purusottama with the famous Jain scholar Hemaeandra, 

described as Kalikalasarvajna, and with Sayan a Madhava.He 
called Purusottama a ’Sarbatsntrssvatantral The title of 
Ssrvataatrasvatantra,though so much in vogue among ancient 
scholars,has not often been understood exactly as regards the 
meaning,it e on veys.Sarv at antral] may mem one who knows all 
the Tentras. ’Sarvahi tantrani adhi^e veda va. 1 Together with 
this is added tSva-tantra’wfcich shows that such a scholar 
is not only a very good student of all the systems,but is 

an independent thinker himself.Thus he-has both the scholar- 

\ 

-ship and originality of thinking. 

*r , 

t 

< 

Hemacandra,perhaps the greatest Jain scholar,who ever 
wrote in Sanskrit and Prakrit,was not just a philosopher or 

♦ 

teacher of Jainism.He was a poet, grammarian,rhetorician, 
historian,writer of a work on prosody,and what not.Purusottama 
.also was a profound .scholar of all the branches of Sanscrit 
literature and philosophy. SSfe have seen that he rerers to 
many works and systems and has so many things of his own to 
say regarding them.One msy perhaps feel that Purusottama, 
though a prolific writer,has written everything by way of 
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explaining the / Suddh§dyaita theories aad practices, while 

r ' t 

for Bemachndra it may be said that he has written on all the 
breaches of li&$ra$ure independently. 


• Purus ottama should be compared with great commentators 
like Yacaspati Mi£ra*8udarhana Bhatta,and Jayatirtha*All 
these, scholars were authors of standard eomentaries on the 


Bheisyas of their respective masters.Even among these,the 
figure of Yacaspati Mi&ra stands aloof*He can really be 

called Sarvatantnasvatantra,because he has written, scholarly 

( 

and authentic commentaries on .almost all the orthodox systems 


of Indian Philosophy* He-has written liyayakanika,Tattva- 
samTksa, TattyabindUj B yay aver ttikatatp ary e 1 1 ka * Ssnkhy a- 

i * 

-tattvakaumudT,Tattvaharddl and Bhamajfi. Thus he wrote on 

f 

X , 

f * 

all the systems of Indian Philosophy except the Yaidesika, 


\ 

It is noteworthy that Yacaspati,though a follower of 

\ 

, ! , ( 

Samkara,shows himself an independent thinker,owing aleg^anee 

* * 

to no single system in a dogged manner.Purusottama is surely 


an independent thinker(Svatantra),and has passed his own 


comments on the concepts of other systems also,but he is 
a follower of the Suddhadvaita,from the first to the last. 
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Curiously however there is one common point between the two. 

A 


Just as Purusottama was charged with having 




Apaside 1 h an t a, even Yaeaspati was taken-to task by some for 

saying some thing against'the Bhasya of oa&k sr a. Mai ah end © 

* 

gives a spirited defence of Vac asp a ti,when he says ; 
n Tssmad Tacespatimatam Bhssyaviruddharo iti kai£cid ayuictam 


, 


uktarn.Kin c 


Aifnatvabhrantatsdossd sraksat par&meivaram, . 
Etsd bhasyarthstattvartho vaeaspaiir ag¥dhadhih. 


tf 


19 


Purusottema*s task havener as a commentator of Yallabha 

m 

was more difficult than that of. Yacaspati,Sudar&ana, or 
Jay a tir tha/Saitkar s, B smahij j a end Madhva were clear and exact, 
while Yallabha was not at all clear,at times very obscure. 

The difficulty of Purusottama thus lay in the terse laconic 
style of Yallabha. Hence whereas Yacespati and others were. 


concerned with advancing the arguments for the positions, 
accepted by their respective .scaryas,purusotiama had to 
explain the theories of Vellabha, analyse them end then 
indulge in argumentation. 




19. Kelpstarn on Erehmasutras.I.ii.22,quoted by D.K. 
in 1 Aitiliasika feanfcodhsna.’p.188. 


estri 



575 


'Ehe real contribution of purusottama to Indian 
philosophy is his work for the SarapradaysiHe could see that 
it was an age of Chaos, in which the system of Yallabha could 
flourish^ only if it was properly explained and argued 


our. 


Otherwise it would go down in the eyes of scholarSiPurusottama. ' 

m 

did what was needed. His name will be remembered in the' 

History of Indian Thought as the strongest end greatest 
exponent of the Suc.dhodvsita, which was hitherto not under- 
-stood and was therefore mis-understood end negleeted.If.one 


wants to study the western of YallabhaiOne should read the 

— —4 i 

works not^of Vallabha end. his son § but one should also read 

j 

with them the commentaries of Purusottama,besides his ! 
independent worrs.lt is really ,a misfortune that a scholar 

* * f 

like purusottama should have been jeered.at and called ’Teds- 

* 

-pasu’ by those for whom he wrote and debated and argued. 

I 

i 

l 

The beat appreciation of Purusottama was made by prof 

. i # 

1 . * 

M*C. Shastri $who founded an es-ocietion called »£rf Purusottama 

i 

* 

land ala 1 in Bombay in 1925 A* D. livery week end Prof.Shastri 
came from Poona to Bombay and delivered lectures cn the 

works' of Yailabha and Purusottama. It is interesting to note 

that in 1926 A,D.the members of the said association 
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expressed their feeling of gratitude to the Learned Professor 
by presenting him an address and a Gold Medal in the 
ladhavbsg,B embay. 


The present writer has seen a copy of the picture of 
purusottama and is prepared to endorse readily what Shri. 

I.P.Mehta has said, about him.Shri Mehta who happened to see 
one such copy remarks that his forehead is brimming with 
profound thoughts and his large eyOs appear to accept the 

objections of the - opponents with an open mind.The pointed 
tip of his nose shows his ability to refute those objections 
with subtle arguments,and his shin shows the strength of 

c 

his firm determination.*' 


the end of this study,I would like to quote two 

traditional verses regarding Purusottama: 

(1)krImadvailabhadikeiiahvaysharer vendysbvaye sa^amas 
Tatkarunyasudhabhi sekavi kasa tsaubhagy abhuirt od a;y ah, 
Brpy addurmad avid i vid vad i bhad uskutokt ikumbhas thali- 

* m 

Sadyobhanj an akelikesaripatih PItamborssyatmaj ah. 


SO, Of jfc , 0, Ifeh t a. H lad a Ta live jn an an o 11 ihes a, Vol. Jj.p. 860. 




(g)Sasid ena samah samas tan igamasmrtyadi tat ivarth avid 

Vekte capratimah sadah.su vidusam. sdyapi blium.au budhah, 
Yah sarvam navelaksapadyakaiait apraudhaprab andb am vyadhat 
Ba orTmsn Purus ottasie Vi.jay at am Jcary ae ud amanih. 
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" J.PPEIDII n .Mo.I. w 

Horoscope of purusottauia. ’* 

** 

II ^it II 

v -^r^rpr- IP / v <nc u Sr* >n^«?r 

t-vr^rrir -*r- 

v “^ Cv j 

£T. ^^rr^WT-kr ^n-Tfsrr s* n't 3A/°' 

^^ 

/ 

3 r ^- 5 2jf‘ -orPVPT - 



\ 
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R A P P E M S) 1 XJlo.II.rc , 


Release executed by ftaiigabetijf,JanakiVahuji and Trajabtoissna 

\/e. vum ia-cLoU*. \JtA ■ 3— - r^o• 

m*<L <& JibH bl€t $S 3 414 «&<ft eft 4 llH<:-fcF§H 
Vtoj. ai. *A i ^Ldl *ft akAtift© eft s nHft<%!? HHl 
eft sQ^^e? 4 *K*t mi eft busi^-fl %ai nil 


&<dt 


H aRl aiHUl ^7iHl ?ftb 4R» ©(ft, ctrft C43ld eft «6Ul$«S»p*fl 


%cll 3H &Ht Hlbft <int eftbUM© n €h ~lb eft blbUSHft %4l 


eft ^ll^Ufts? bl% bt 4HI elf <$tC ^Jtft *ft ok&dft bt% ^ bdl 


eft bl£&l£? % Si eft '•Ht^iumft aUbft\ 4b l gU&tHlb© bHl 4 L 
a bbt bt% R&, ci ^*4 %ft Ah 4Mu 4 $, bbA Mfl cuhhI 

fefcUC H^ft, fcORl‘ t Hgl<U «fH£ bl'S’ft.H b^§ % RdU Htl <gj 
4b l &l3tfW bUl Hi A ^ bt%Cl Hi bh Ct ?t £), an* Ah ^tft $€l 
<U4«| ^4 14 Hfel. 


I.HtI b& 

k£l- okt^As? -% 

i 

°nHft.cti!p Hg 

Hg <3b4 <3.§ 4 ml. 

\ at,eft ^rgy^ip <5u* 

<3}| H&L 


1 4tI * 411^1 

41 tm eft b m i ^ iwj $ 4 . 
*ft &A4lb© 

<U §g?m bifU-il<a uA 

<Ht. 4Hbl4lm. 

Hfeft <&Aeui ^sevuiu Him 

\> UHHH $«a fd.^-l Him 
%. QPtettH?? “rH-fl 41 Lm £uflH 

\. bm UplU hUu» Him 
6b 4 a^u mhi| 4 A a, 

4. Hl%l <& C€oi WH 6 LH. 



" A P P EM PI I.Mo.111.". 



Gift-Deed - of Purusottama. (_ rjLtJ °^ K&d«. VW-x-n^o-V) 

. ||^ g&vfcrQ- /) 

c^fcr<C ^><"1 ^ ^S<t n 

ox „ n - f ^ T r^f 

i^rr^cT ^r{f&Pr^^^ 

4 x <4 - ^ V 3*<fVrf S^Tr4T>f ^rTT^-ft 

£ w V * f **?. •*■* ?% 

_ 4 ^ VTT(rcW ri^rr -^ron^R^ <*** 

^ w-"-™'*'i „„» «?* <*» <k 


,H*' ^ ^ ^- Ttr 

3>-r=r 'FT t-r 

<a^‘ zr^ZiL* 

5*. * 


rT^ SZillQrvr- 

'• »* ***< 


cj^&~ 


£ % * * f Vv I 

^ • iQrr^r?r <^(4 «rr-»=r4rnr(4 

|QfR c - 2 Tl ’ s * 4 <^"* 
v£b$W '^"r^^frHTorr; 
ir^4 • s^R" 

iC^^rl ’ s tf'^d'' 

^ _ 3 t^t '*^4 df ^-rr 0 > ~ 

Crf'tvjC^ U31 f U ^jy%-&A> O-fC* • 
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"ATPBKDI X.N0.IV.". 


Description and colophons of the manuscript of -Ramadana-; 
deposited in the Chunilal Gandhi Yidyabhav an, Surat.* 

"TtLe. e>cSu\ Jo 4 f &ju 

h.CstA^\.cJ U-A-CloD«L. joCA-joG-£*t. Ik 3D ILDl 

rtM 4 tut keuj* . 

Uooy Ia—Q. p&'H • 

oFruj, ^ m qu^j> ~3n 1 — &*> irs-^.. 'Du 

-str^f fzz / +Ua_ Kc^cM_e. 3 «'t>^u k> 
ts> & rriwi a FT t ^, <• * tz^juA.c^^rfisk 
UmML 'Z^T^^TcJtTT^^ 

EpC^iuA,-. \|fe4 -sTOI -tRT": II II ^ T nri 

^^rPr 5 \\ \\&rf U ll-^rz-rr 3 ~ 

^ t* 7 \l 

c-T^tH =rf c-fn %f! 11 ^R-rFf-S 

^-^^rrzr • s ^t1*g'iT 2 4' crrnfirw* I/ r=HT^r 

cfTn^h^ 4 gr*T VTfT‘. II.* f< * 

Ewob^>. £^.\- y ^ ^r^rr^rm 3-r z -n Ezn c^i^i rnr- 

ar&tQr Orsrrrc^r^ vn^n^^Ti ^-vht || 

UV^ll ^TOTffi-zg^-r =ct^t ^T iQn>r*ircr$_ll 

. . . . . -*T ^TTcm^4rH^T -^1T| 

^^rtjri'fT^ 2 '^ T-rT^f ' s tY&3' 2 4~- (| II £%>)/ 

11 A^sfhfTi ^-T 'tHT' } | II 11 11 ^11 11 1 1 




582 


U s*cmyc^ ^f>r =t iQn$rd-$cr )) 


n^wrsvt^ll H cfjoinroT^T^^Il H*>d}l 



£vtoij> ' • = CT4“H lE^l i cJ£? I £ 

)Qv>^t^ Tfw str^fs n u r in shwh^tu^- 

^>5 1) 1' II ll^ll II tell 

IIArt-^crll 11 C^^rrcrr^n^r^ 1 1 ! its, || I/Sf4/| 

|| ll-^tflf ir^Trfj! -}| ||c^t^in^q"JJ 

, 1 ^-fr a 4^ I^T©r|| rrffl-df II II 


<#frv2~ ~T 7 ~ - :— i tv- 4 - fj-bU^- 

B>e^'K^,‘ || ll^S^D rrRT: 2>ft ^Tfl'-e.fdT-^r) | 

U^»t1 -z>e=?s ^r \ 11 cr^ ci v 2 ®* 'fi'gr^TiTrl... .«i< 

JZ> 

EkoLs^*. ^ r -2.\T^T sa^TT^rot *%i£¥^t7cp7% 

stftgvrr^rr je>^ 

^ sMr»r=r<»3-‘«r'rrt 'rnw StrsT ' U 

lOn^^T^S WTT^rtrf )| llku^F 
\\ c£ < - r -~z-fTcr[^TRt^\( \\ l^^nT^ci^ s^ef^f’S^cT: V TT'- 

fttrnft^Crtr- II c^rr x^rfcg 

W ^f=r -rfw ^d4rcrr^l| 
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[15?,(4 vnx \) ^P 2 ? 

vif^r *g^ ^ I) 

H ^V^fl'cTM’ tW- II ]|A-tf swrl) ll-^H 

*|> ^ "■ *" **——» i-|*- 1 * 

^.w. -.\\ H-d -ST 5) t,rpr *r-fT= 11 H^w+Tpr 

^ * _, r ^ >9T 7 n^TXI | <^7 I' 2 ' ^TT 11 

rax. l\ lOrrf 4 oT^THT tf<r\ 

^ jQ--z>T tft'rf ^r°T^ r^T-dT H \11 

stvgf^^--. eic ' 

EviJte .. •rvwrX cfr ~* 1 ^ **££*■" 

^ V / \ _-jS~~ \ i jOL 


- V 

?i§ 


-h 4 i^r ^ wr 


^1\ uartW^ 



^s\g o^ljo*>- CDf rt «Puu^ 


"2H -- 

vC mZ2> 

j^e-qi^'. •" ||o3^ 'Tf'fT-- -^*4 ^T+TT^rrnfh 11 

^ r r 2 ^ i Q' ‘srfc.r..Q.K' 

CBwolft, •. ^c-^u^r ^^cwrzrDt ^cro^tlc^-zr 

> ^ 4 T^T^rcr^rfT '■tfNT '^T >3 "5 J| ^o^J) 

^11 H^r 4^^ 11 ii shVc-i^ 

frlror^rSr «£*or^ * 

j^X II 11 cfJcv^TuT^Prc^ll H^b»|l jliS’H U^ll, 
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C ^J gx" y j |“ >.—- 

^ & ' S,? 13>3. '^-©k'e^ / CxAy^c^ Zx^ab^ 

o j c> 0_ u ^t ) “TTvg_ f gly^ r£> c4cc^vA.c^e_c4• \roUs^ 

^•4-u.ek to Gl o^-ofkeA* Hto- 2 -^/-I ^ fS ^i II 

/ 

4;u<lsmu4. 


> . J- Qr^Jcf,, , yy^Tef? i Q~- 

[jf^C-f^C; 'SMT C 4T‘^'fff I'S'- 

^ uc4ib. : $ ■ 
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